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ABSTRACT
Research on two innovative developments in the Mountain West region of the United
States validates an argument by Donald Schbn that effective "coordination of conflicting
frames" represents a "more promising line of attack" on the numerous issues that challenge
land planners and developers. This process, which Lester and Piore call "interpretation,"
moves beyond mere "problem setting and solving" to make space for the occurrence of novelty,
or innovation. These innovative responses to problems may not guarantee ideal solutions,
but stand the chance of allowing for important improvements. Specifically, the case histories
suggest that the interpretive process arises because the developments' proponents, either out
of necessity or by design, embraced a more open-ended planning process and commitment to
broader collaboration than typically seen in land planning and development. Not surprisingly,
these points confirm that novel ideas in land planning and development come about for largely
the same reasons that they do in any endeavor. However, because of significant constraints on
alternative land use patterns from both the supply and demand sides of the market, as well as
from the government, the implementation of innovation in land planning and development
depends upon the advocacy of a community devoted to it. Such communities are born from
Lester and Piore's process of interpretation, and in turn come to be important advocates:
they help to overcome opposition and serve as a continuing source of ideas and inspiration,
often pushing the innovation beyond original expectations. The recommendations that follow
therefore emphasize changes to practice - both incremental and radical - that make effective
use of the distributed knowledge, power, and expertise represented within these communities of
innovation.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCING THE DISCUSSION
During the 199os, the five fastest growing states (in terms of percentage growth) in the
country were Nevada, Arizona, Colorado, Utah, and Idaho.1 These mountain states' growth
has continued into the new century: the five still continue to occupy the top to fastest growing
states; Arizona's population alone grew nearly 18 percent between April 20oo and July 2004.2
Moreover, housing for these newcomers most often rises out of previously undeveloped private
land, such as ranches, farms, or tracts of timber. Colorado's ranches and farms, for instance,
were converted into subdivisions at the rate of 90o,ooo acres per year in the 1990s. 3 At the
current rate, urbanized land in the Salt Lake City, Utah metropolitan area will increase from 389
square miles in 2003 to 697 square miles in 2030.4
It is possible, moreover, that the form of most of this development is not ideally suited
to the landscape it occupies. In urbanized areas, and increasingly on the formerly rural fringes,
the typical development patterns are those which we find in virtually every part of the country:
residences are generally found in single-use, single family home neighborhoods, serviced
intermittently by automobile-oriented retail corridors along arterials or freeways. This type
of ubiquitous land use has, perhaps unfairly, come to be known by the pejorative term of
"sprawl." It is likely that current antipathy towards sprawl arises out of the same condescending
attitudes that questioned the appeal of suburbia as it took shape during the 195os, but our
current living and working patterns nevertheless do raise a number of concerns. By segmenting
uses and spreading ourselves out as we have, our settlements are excessively dependent
on the automobile, which uses vast amounts of energy resources and creates air pollution.
We lose desirable agricultural or recreational open space at a rapid pace. Installing utilities
and transportation infrastructure becomes increasingly expensive. Further, it is likely that
development in our communities becomes too homogeneous: it lacks the variety that both adds
interest to our daily routines, and provides living and working options to a wider segment of the
population.
These were the concerns that guided my initial research interests, and I originally
approached the matter by wondering what would be a "better" form of development for the fast-
growing, ecologically sensitive Mountain West. There are, in fact, a variety of clever ideas out
there, from Clark Stevens' proposed "conservation development" movement,5 to Christopher
Duerksen and James van Hemert's historical approach, which describes successful Western
1 Theresa Selfa, "Shifting Populations in the New West." WRDC (Western Rural Development Center at
Utah State University) Information Brief, Issue 3, (May 2004), 3.
2 Ibid.; U.S. Census, "National and State Population Estimates," 21 December 2005, http://www.census.
gov/popest/states/NST-pop-chg.html (18 May 2006).
3 William A. Shutkin, The Land that Could Be: Environmentalism and Democracy in the Twenty-First
Century (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2000), 191.
4 Quality Growth Efficiency Tools Work Group, "2003 Baseline Scenario" (Salt Lake City, UT:
unpublished report, May 2003), 32, 46.
5 C.C. Sullivan, "Conservation Development is Not an Oxymoron," Architecture 93, no. 8, (2004): 36-43.
Conversion of agricultural land to houses outside Boise, ID. (Photograph by Brad Terry)
development typologies from prehistoric times until the present day, identifying generally
applicable features for current planners and designers.6
I quickly recognized, however, that searching for an ideal solution was the wrong
approach, if only because past attempts to locate the ideal had not proved adequate. More
importantly, this search for solutions seemed to fall into the problem of "problem-setting" and
"problem-solving," which Donald Schon originally outlined,' and which I discuss in more detail
in Chapter 6. Basically, it seemed inappropriate to devise any degree of a "one-size-fits-all"
solution, even within a specific area: a more effective approach, rather, might apply knowledge
of how to better respond to problems on a general level. It therefore became apparent that the
concerns that I hoped to address were really those of innovation, or perhaps a lack thereof. If
innovation, defined generally, is the process of "thinking about new and better ways of doing
things and [trying] them out in practice,"8 then it was in this process that those involved in land
planning and development seemed truly deficient.
The central focus of this thesis, then, attempts to describe the process of innovation
in land planning and development, paying particular attention to its constraints, and the
responses thereto. I use the term "land planning and development" throughout the paper, as
I hope it transcends traditional divisions among the diverse disciplines that deal in the built
environment: urban planning, real estate development, architecture, engineering, etc. As all
of these activities are essential to innovation in the physical environment, using terms such
"innovative urban planning" or "innovation in real estate development" would not adequately
capture my focus. Dealing with the activity as a whole, rather, may help us to better understand
the factors that foster or restrict innovation.
I therefore describe in detail the development process for two innovative projects.
Daybreak, near Salt Lake City, Utah, was conceived and developed by one of the world's largest
mining companies. It might be considered a first phase in the development of almost loo,ooo
6 Christopher J. Duerksen and James van Hemert, True West: Authentic Development Patterns for
Small Towns and Rural Areas (Chicago: Planners Press, American Planning Association Press, 2003).
7 Donald A. Sch6n, "Framing and Reframing the Problems of Cities," in Making Cities Work, ed. David
Morley, Stuart Proudfoot and Thomas Burns (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1980), 31-65.8 Jan Fagerberg, "Innovation: A Guide to the Literature," in Oxford Handbook ofInnovation, ed. Jan
Fagerberg and others (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 1.
acres to the west of the metropolitan area, and has committed itself to being a showcase for
innovative, sustainable planning and design. Daybreak is the result of inspiring visioning and
important collaboration between the public and private sector. Hidden Springs, near Boise,
Idaho, is a model for best practices in site planning, respects and responds to its environment in
innovative ways, and has fostered the development of community among its residents in truly
remarkable ways. Again, Hidden Springs relied on an important working relationship between
its developers and local government, as well as the input and support of citizens.
Neither development responds perfectly to the problems associated with development
in the Mountain West. But both are recognizably superior in many ways to what has come
before. They further suggest important lessons on how innovation occurs in land planning and
development and significant obstacles are overcome. Though both arise out of unique situations,
their lessons are broadly applicable, both geographically and typologically.
Innovation in land planning and development arises from the same sources as
innovation does in any discipline or endeavor. Innovation occurs, in short, when we are able to
move beyond an initial frame of reference in addressing a set of problems. Discussion is opened
up to include new perceptions and questions. A second necessary ingredient, collaboration
among a variety of different stakeholders, further contributes to this opening up process, and
may provide the necessary structure for transferring new ideas into action.
I suggest, moreover, that land planning and development faces especially intense
obstacles to innovation. All innovation faces resistance for important reasons, but in
land planning and development, this resistance potentially comes from three fronts:
housing consumers (homeowners), housing suppliers (developers), and regulators (the
local government). I therefore argue that for innovation to succeed in land planning and
development, it depends upon the contribution of newly formed communities dedicated to the
novel idea.
My recommendations therefore follow from these principal findings. They focus on
means to effect change within the public sector, as this is perhaps the most malleable of the
three obstacles to innovation, as well as the single greatest obstacle to change. In short, I
recommend a change of focus in the planning profession that mirrors my own evolution beyond
a search for a problem-solving form. For too long, planners have relied on packaged solutions
to respond to the perceived problems of the day. These solutions, whether they arise from the
desire to relieve people from the blight and congestion of urban centers, or to save people from
numbing boredom in the suburbs, are then incorporated into public policies that, at most, drive
development toward the desired objectives, and, at least, stifle other forms of development.
What is lost in the drive of planners to effect solutions on their subjects is the capacity
to innovate. Innovation continues to be a mysterious process and cannot guarantee specific
improvements to perceived problems, but it is the best hope for making progress and enhancing
the built environment. It seems important, therefore, that we improve our ability to do it.
Methodology, Limitations of My Research
My research is too limited to be able to make such claims and suggestions with complete
confidence, but I hope that it spurs debate and further exploration. With the limited time and
resources available to complete a master's thesis, I decided to focus my research on successfully,
recognizably innovative land developments. Knowing generally the traditional process of land
planning and development through my studies and personal experience, I then try to draw out
from the information gathered on the innovative developments those features that seemed
important in leading to innovative outcomes. Further research should try to compare and
contrast the processes of innovative and non-innovative development processes more precisely.
I think there would be a great deal to learn from this approach about how to better structure
innovation processes, but my efforts to gain a rich description of innovation in my cases did not
provide sufficient time to address this comparison.
I became interested in Hidden Springs after discovering it through the ULI Case Studies
database, which further helped to validate the project as sufficiently innovative. I hoped to find
a case of innovative land planning or development in Utah, as it was where I had grown up, and
would be my "home base" for my research there in January 2006. The ULI again assisted me
in locating my case there by featuring Daybreak and its development company in its 2005 ULI
Gerald D. Hines Student Urban Design Competition. As I looked into Daybreak more closely,
beyond the marketing material that is merely designed to sell homes, I was pleased to discover
the truly innovative features of this development.
I recognize, however, that innovation in land planning and development covers a wide
range of activities associated with the built environment. I therefore have dealt with varying
degrees of discomfort with the fact that both of my cases ended up being planned communities. I
have been concerned that the lessons about innovation in these large scale developments might
not be as applicable to smaller ones, or that they simply reflect the features of planned unit
developments. Perhaps more importantly, I recognize that my focus on planned communities,
a result of their proportionally greater exposure in the industry, likely overlooks important
innovations on a smaller scale.
For the most part, however, I think that a focus on innovation in these planned
communities is appropriate. Their great size is largely what has opened the door for innovation
to occur. As I discuss below, significant legal barriers to innovation are less restrictive when
planning large swaths of land as single entities, and local governments tend to be able to expend
more resources for the long-term development process of planned communities. The significant
planning process opens up discussion and broadens collaboration in ways not experienced for
smaller developments, but the lessons of these experiences are still valuable for other aspects of
land planning and development.
My data results from a series of interviews with planners, developers, and other parties
associated with the development processes of Daybreak and Hidden Springs. Most of these
interviews were conducted in person in January 2006; I subsequently followed up with a
number of my respondents in phone conversations, and contacted new interviewees by phone
from February to April 2006, as well. Our conversations were recorded in notes taken during
and following the interviews; if there are mistakes, therefore, about general facts or sentiments
regarding the cases, they are my own.
Further research must expand on my limited discoveries in these two cases. We must
gain more specific understanding of different aspects of the process of innovation in land
planning and development, such as in transportation planning, streetscape design, open space
and landscape architecture, and in smaller subdivisions or even individual structures. There may
be important differences to note in urban and suburban settings, or among different types of
uses. I am reasonably confident, however, that, though the specifics will differ, the fundamental
ingredients in the process of innovation will remain constant in all of these different activities.
CHAPTER 2
GROUNDING IN INNOVATION
Background on Innovation
Before tracing the paths of innovation in my cases, it will be useful to provide some
grounding in what we understand about innovation. This chapter therefore outlines important
definitions, categories, and processes that come up in the course of telling the stories of
innovation in Daybreak and Hidden Springs. The literature generally begins with the following
distinction: "invention is the first occurrence of an idea for a new product or process, while
innovation is the first attempt to carry it out into practice."1 The importance of this distinction
is not in any implied chronological relationship, but in the nature of the process involved in
bringing an innovation into practice. The first time an idea of the "Garden City" germinated in
Ebenezer Howard's mind (if there ever was such a moment), for example, might be considered
its invention. The much longer process of working through the details, both in the mind and on
paper, of how it would work, was innovation. This example should make it clear, however, that
for all intents and purposes, innovation is what really matters, and that the distinction between
invention and innovation tends to break down when applied to such complex situations.2
Howard's Garden City in reality represented a host of smaller ideas or inventions, perhaps
developed over time and that exhibited great interdependence, that come together to describe a
broader innovation.3 The implementation and commercialization of the concept in the planned
communities of Letchworth and Hampstead further depended on continual modifications and
innovations to the original idea. This process, perhaps most often, results in the dilution of
the original idea, but it may also improve the innovation, as well. The process of innovation
appears to be highly iterative, greatly blurring any chronological relationship between invention
and innovation. This is the case in virtually every process, as I describe in more detail below,
including land planning and development.
The current literature on innovation, expanding dramatically from its roots in the
1960s,4 therefore looks at both 1) where novel ideas come from and how they are developed,
and 2) how these innovations are put into practice. After all, companies that depend on
innovation, as well as their processes toward application, in order to survive in highly
competitive environments find little use in the distinction between invention and innovation.
Further, because different types of innovations arrive in different manners, and therefore may
require different management processes to put them into practice, the task of describing and
categorizing innovation has also been important to the research. I therefore begin my discussion
on innovation by outlining various schemes for categorizing innovation, before addressing the
literature's work on the roots and management of innovation.
1 Fagerberg, "Innovation: A Guide to the Literature," 4.
2 Ibid., 5.
3 For a story of this process see Peter Hall, Cities of Tomorrow (Cambridge, MA: Basil Blackwell, 1990o),
87-135.
4 Fagerberg, "A Guide to the Literature,", 2.
It is important to note, before I proceed, that despite increased study of innovation
within academia as well as other research environments, including within governments,
management consulting, etc., much about the process is still unknown and under debate. The
actual process of innovation in the economics literature, the first to truly take interest in the
topic, notes Fagerberg, traditionally "has been more or less treated as a 'black box."'s The task
of shining light into the box to try to understand different aspects about how innovation occurs
has primarily been pursued by other disciplines, particularly those that study the act of learning
(especially in groups).6 Those interested in better understanding the process of innovation in
land planning and development might benefit from the ongoing, extensive multi-disciplinary
discussion on innovation. But urban planning also has much to contribute to the unfinished
work. As a discipline that has as a principle raison d'etat the search for creative solutions to
complex problems, but which faces supreme barriers to effecting change, those involved in land
planning and development can provide unique perspectives on the innovation process. In a
relatively minor way, for example, this thesis sheds important light on the impacts of constraints
on innovation, and on the important relationship between community and innovation in
responding to such constraints.
Innovation Typologies
Different models of innovation are important in the literature not only because they
make it possible to describe what is occurring, but also because they provide a framework for
understanding how innovation occurs and, importantly, who is likely to do it.7 The following
is a very rudimentary introduction to important innovation models; my purpose here is not to
develop a model to describe who is more likely to innovate in certain ways (though this would
be an interesting focus for future research), but to provide background and some definition for
terms used throughout the thesis.
Schumpeter was the first to make a list of different types of innovation he witnessed in
the economy: new products, new methods of production, new sources of supply, exploitation
of new markets, and new ways of organizing businesses.8 Subsequent scholars have pared this
list by recognizing two basic types of innovation: product and process. Product innovations
are those in which innovation is represented by the end product itself. Process innovations
depend on innovation occurring in the process, such as a manufacturing or planning process,
of developing products. While important new ideas or products may represent innovations of
both product and process, this is not necessarily the case. I argue that my cases, for example,
5 Ibid, 3
6 Ibid.
7 Allan Afuah, Innovation Management: Strategies, Implementation and Profits (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1998), 13.
8 Fagerberg, "A Guide to the Literature,", 6.
are both product innovations, but each seems to represent a different degree of innovation
in the planning process. The distinction between product and process innovation is therefore
important as each is assumed to have potentially different social and economic impacts.9
The study of innovation makes a further important distinction between incremental
and radical innovation. Though the names clearly suggest the types of innovation that each
describes, there are two ways to more accurately describe the type of impacts that each has
on the market.1o In the economic view, radical innovation is that which is so advanced as to
make other products or ideas noncompetitive, while incremental innovations, though perhaps
superior in one way or another, continue to coexist with competing products.11 In the alternative
organizational view, a radical innovation is "competence destroying": "the technical knowledge
required to exploit it is very different from existing knowledge."12 Radical innovations can
therefore be considered destructive in the sense that they make existing competencies, that once
were a source of advantage to firms, meaningless. Incremental innovation, in the organizational
view, is "competence enhancing": "knowledge required to offer a product builds on existing
knowledge."13 Innovations that make processes or products more efficient or that offer more
or better features are incremental, while those that require firms to learn entirely new ways
of doing things are radical. One might immediately reflect, however, that in the early stages
of introduction of a new product or idea, it may often be unclear whether the innovation is
radical or incremental. An accurate description may only come in hindsight. As the rewards
and penalties can be so dramatic in the case of radical innovation, however, observers and
participants of a given market are bound to prognosticate.
A further elaboration on the distinction between radical and incremental innovations
has, I think, significant relevance to this discussion of innovation in land planning and
development. By looking at how a given innovation affects other parts of the value-added
chain - such as an industry's suppliers, customers, and complementary products - this type
of analysis tries to further assess an innovation's impact on the market. It makes sense to
suggest that an innovation can have different impacts on different segments of the market.
Understanding where in the chain the innovation might be considered incremental or radical
can help predict an innovation's potential success, and where potential obstacles to diffusion
might be. The classic example of an innovation with different effects on the different segments
of the value added chain is the introduction of new schemes for keyboard arrangements.
Proponents for the alternative models have demonstrated that different keyboard orderings
can produce greater typing efficiency. Further, the reordering of keys of the keyboard
is an incremental change for both manufacturers and their suppliers (as well as for any
complementary innovators for keyboards). For the customers, however, reordering the keys is
9 Ibid., 7.
to Afuah, 14.
11 Ibid., 15.
12 Ibid.
13 Ibid.
a very radical innovation: it is competence destroying, as we have all learned how to type on the
supposedly inferior keyboard, and most cannot take the time to learn the new skills. The current
keyboard configuration has therefore resisted the challenge of innovative replacements, despite
their supposed superiority.'4
We may witness similar effects in land planning and development. What may seem
incremental for a supplier or developer might be considered radical for customers, or for
other partners or complementary innovators. This discussion further suggests that, though
"innovation" is generally considered to very positive - "essential to the maintenance of
institutional growth and prestige" - it is always disruptive, and therefore elicits feelings of
"basic ambivalence" among those facing its pressures. 15 Innovation can lead to obsolescence,
bankruptcy, industry restructuring, and massive job loss. Innovation in land planning and
development potentially produces winners and losers, as well, though the results are always
unclear at the beginning. Machiavelli description of the innovator's situation is therefore apt:
There is no more delicate matter to take in hand, nor more dangerous to conduct, nor
more doubtful in its success, than to be a leader in the introduction of changes. For he
who innovates will have for enemies all those who are well off under the old order of
things, and only lukewarm supporters in those who might be better off under the new.'6
How Innovation Occurs: The Big Question
The question of how innovation occurs is something of a holy grail in the study
of innovation, though an academic search for answers is only relatively recent. Prior to
Schumpeter, economists understood the market impacts of innovation, but thought it
impossible to actually discover how it occurred. Objecting to this standard practice of viewing
innovation as a matter of receiving "manna from heaven" and recognizing the vast potential
inherent in a better understanding of innovation's occurrence, Schumpeter attempted to
describe the process. His contributions, however important to the infant study of innovation,
were relatively modest, however, basically consisting of observations on the general conditions
facing the innovator, including "fundamental uncertainty," the need for haste in reaching
innovation, and the prevalence of inertia.17 These observations are important, however, as they
led to Schumpeter's critical advocacy of large firms and research and development laboratories
as important sources of innovation. His commentary on the conditions facing innovation also
14 Ibid.,20.
15 David Morley, Stuart Proudfoot, and Thomas Burns, "Urban Innovation: An Introduction," in Making
Cities Work: The Dynamics of Urban Innovation, ed. David Morley, Stuart Proudfoot, and Thomas Burns
(London: Croom Helm, 198o), 15.
16 Niccolo Machiavelli, The Prince, trans. L.P.S. de Alverez (Dallas, TX: University of Dallas Press,
1974), quoted in Michael L. Tushman and Charles A. O'Reilly, "Ambidextrous Organizations: Managing
Evolutionary and Revolutionary Change," California Management Review 38, no. 4 (summer 1996): 28.
17 Fagerberg, "A Guide to the Literature," 9.
informs all of the other subsequent approaches to understanding innovation, as well.
Since the mid-twentieth century, different models describing how innovation occurs
have steadily learned from and built upon each other, from Vannevar Bush's important R&D-
driven, science-push model, to recognition of the importance of the market in the market-pull
model, to continually more integrated and complex models that attempt to take into account
the various components observed to be of importance in innovation. 18 A consensus throughout
the now vast literature that attempts to describe how innovation occurs, however, finds that two
(probably related) broadly-defined factors seem to have especial importance: collaboration and
an open-ended process.
Innovation is a community affair. This may run somewhat in contrast to popular
mythology of the lone genius who innovates on our behalf, but it is highly evident that
"the innovation journey is a collective achievement that requires key roles from numerous
entrepreneurs in both public and private sectors."19 Particularly as technology has increased
in complexity, it is very unlikely that any single individual or team has within it the knowledge
necessary to innovate.20 Further, though Machiavelli might disagree with the prescription,
his quote above makes sufficiently clear that the innovator likely requires the support of a
community to lead the innovation toward its application.
Further, an open-ended process appears to be a necessary condition for innovation to
occur. As "every new innovation consists of a new combination of existing ideas, capabilities,
skills, resources, etc.," it therefore follows that, especially at the beginning of the process, dealing
with larger pools of ideas, capabilities, etc. likely increases the chances of coming across a new
innovation.21 This therefore points to an additional benefit of collaboration to the innovation
process, that of allowing for the multiplication of potential ideas. One study of the highly
successful product development firm IDEO, for example, attributes the firm's impressive record
of success developing consumer products across a wide spectrum - from toys to medical devices
- to its role as a "technology broker" between numerous different industries." As a technology
broker, IDEO employs its "strong connections to many industries" to "create products...that are
new combinations of existing individual technologies that [its] designers have seen before."23
Managing a collaborative, open-ended process, including dealing with potentially
unlimited amounts of data and facing the daunting requirement to combine them in effective
18 Mark Dodgson, David Gann and Ammon Salter, Think, Play, Do: Technology, Innovation, and
Organization (London: Oxford University Press, 2005), 32-38.
19 Andrew H. Van de Ven and others, The Innovation Journey (New York: Oxford University Press,
1999), 149.
20 Karim R. Lakhani (with Lars Bo Jeppesen, Peter Lohse, and Jill Panetta), "Broadcast Search a New/
Old Approach to the Local Search Problem," Presentation in 15.351, MIT Sloan School of Management, 4
May 2006.
21 Fagerberg, "A Guide to the Literature," lo.
22 Andrew Hargadon and Robert I. Sutton, "Technology Brokering and Innovation in a Product
Development Firm," Administrative Science Quarterly 42 (1997): 716-749.
23 Ibid., 718.
ways, means that innovation can be quite uncomfortable for its pursuers. As Schon says:
The problem of innovation within the corporation [and, I would add, any other type of
organization] is, therefore, a problem of decision in the face of continuing uncertainty.
A man must take leaps-not once, at the beginning of the process, but many times
throughout the process-always in the face of uncertainty and on the basis of inadequate
information....A company cannot escape it by careful planning or by gathering exhaustive
data. The uncertainties resist resolution-and the process of attempting to resolve them
is itself a form of commitment. 24
Scholars seem to generally take one of two approaches to dealing with this productive
uncertainty: focusing on what Lester and Piore call either analysis, or interpretation. In a
recent work that looks at innovation on a broad scale, Lester and Piore describe these as general,
contradictory processes that are nevertheless equally essential to innovation. The chart [include
chart on pp. 97-98] summarizes several important differences between the two processes.
The analysis part of their framework is derived from the scientific method. More familiar to
most readers, it is "rational decision-making," the type of problem solving that universities
ingrain in their engineering students and on which most management literature focuses.25
This type of process may be more important in incremental innovation, while having generally
little relevance for competence-destroying radical innovation.26 Though analysis is essential
for innovation to take place, as no project would ever reach implementation without these
important problem solving functions, the authors argue it is likely insufficient to provide a high
degree of innovation. For one thing, the authors point out, defining style, or even something
as relatively simple-sounding as user preference, is a process that generally lies outside the
realm of problem solving.27 Further, it often is impossible to define the problems to be solved
at the beginning of a project; oftentimes a formal project does not even exist. These stages are
shrouded in ambiguity, and seem to require a different process altogether for being able to
manage it.28
Interpretation, the process by which we can address the inherent ambiguity, has
generally received less scholarly attention, and is therefore the focus of Lester and Piore's book.
The term arrives from linguistics, as the process of interpretation is essentially conversational
by nature. 29 The interpretation process often results from the integration of different groups
around a product or idea. At this beginning stage, the project is inherently open-ended and
24 Donald A. Schon, "The Fear of Innovation," in Science in Context, ed. Barry Barnes and David Edge
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1982), 298.
25 Richard K. Lester and Michael J. Piore, Innovation: The Missing Dimension (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2004), 6-7.
26 Ibid., 54.
27 Ibid., 39.
28 Ibid., 40.
29 Ibid., 8.
ambiguous;3s indeed, the participants may not even recognize their participation in a process
at all. Conversations result between designers and engineers, developers and customers, etc.
In these early stages, however, there really is no common language for the participants to
communicate with. However, by continuing the conversation, "participants [can] overcome
their initial lack of comprehension, work through their early misunderstandings, and make
new discoveries and new insights about one another and the situations they confront."31 Thus,
"ambiguity is the critical resource out of which new ideas emerge."32 The key to reaching this
creative stage where the difficult conversation starts to bear fruit, say Lester and Piore, is simply
to keep the conversation going, especially in the face of internal and external pressures to come
to closure or discontinue it.33
The authors' account also suggests that the early communications, in addition to
establishing a new way of speaking about the innovation, also lead to the development of new
"interpretive communities."34 These communities are not only important to the development
of new ideas and products, which is the general focus of Lester and Piore's argument, but also,
I argue, to developing the advocacy necessary to see the innovation through the analysis stage
- which may solve problems to the detriment of the innovation's essential characteristics. My
discussion of the cases that follows helps to illustrate this point.
It is important to reemphasize that rather than occur chronologically - with
interpretation being used to generate ideas, and analysis then solving the problems and taking
products to market - these processes occur simultaneously and in relation to one another.
In the project lifecycle, it may be necessary to emphasize one process over another at certain
times,35 or to pursue a portfolio that includes products representing both interpretive and
analytical processes.36 Those that seek to maintain innovation, however, must be able to
prolong the conversation. This seems to be especially true in land planning and development,
as the development process can take an especially great deal of time. Financial and legal
demands in real estate development, moreover, often demand that major elements of the
product be determined long before it is in the ground, and often prior to substantial changes
in the environment or marketplace that can render the original plan obsolete. How innovative
developments have therefore managed to simultaneously meet the problem solving demands of
the project as well as maintain important conversations among partners and with consumers,
can provide important insights into how innovation occurs. After all, it is not necessarily a
simple matter in land development to organize discussion around failed prototypes.
The following discussion looks at important descriptions of the innovation process in
30 Ibid., 53.
31 Ibid., 53-54.
32 Ibid., 54.
33 Ibid., 56.
34 Ibid., 94.
35 Ibid., ioo.
36 Ibid., 11o.
light of Lester and Piore's broad framework. Each of the processes described below responds
to the two essential features of the innovation process - collaboration and uncertainty. Each,
moreover, recognizes both analysis and interpretation as important to addressing these difficult
features, though they tend to emphasize one over the other. Together, therefore, the descriptions
below serve to elaborate on Lester and Piore's broad argument, and describe a framework for
understanding innovation in land planning and development, as well.
Analytical approaches to innovation
The development funnel
Wheelwright and Clark's development funnel provides a useful tool for describing and
assessing the analytical process of innovation, from the origination of various ideas or concepts
to the actual delivery of a product to the market, or of a process to enactment.3 7 The notion of
the funnel helps to depict what the authors perceive as the three main "tasks or challenges"
that define this challenging process. The first challenge to the potential innovator responds
to the described need for an open ended process: the funnel's mouth must be widened, or
must catch a larger range of ideas and concepts. In Wheelwright and Clark, this functions to
essentially increase the chances of hitting on a winning idea,38 though elsewhere we learn this
serves a functional, interpretive process, as well (see the discussion on interpretation, below).
The second challenge is the task of "narrow[ing] the funnel's neck," often involving a series
of screens or reviews that attempt to sift through numerous ideas to preserve and support
those that have the greatest chance of success. 39 As Wheelwright and Clark note, this challenge
involves balancing the continued need for creativity and openness at the beginning with the
equally important need to analytically decide which ideas survive. The third challenge involves
seeing that ideas make it through the funnel as they were intended to, "that the selected projects
deliver on the objectives anticipated when the project was approved."40
In addition to portraying actual development funnels drawn by managers, Wheelwright
and Clark describe two basic, common models. "Model I" is often at work in large firms, and
involves generating many different ideas that then pass through review screens in essentially
a "technology-driven survival of the fittest."41 The authors note that an important drawback of
this approach for many, especially smaller, firms is that generating numerous ideas or products
is cost prohibitive.42 Smaller firms are more likely to follow "Model II," or the "all-the-eggs-
in-one-basket approach." Lacking resources to dabble in many ventures, these firms must
37 Steve Wheelwright and Kim Clark, Revolutionizing Product Development (New York: The Free Press,
1992), 111.
38 Ibid., 112.
39 Ibid., 113.
40 Ibid.
41 Ibid., 18.
42 Ibid., 120.
place their bets on one or two big projects, and then rely on "clarity and focus" to see that their
undiversified investment carries through.43 This model seems to describe the approach taken by
most land developers. The authors then advocate a third model that simultaneously expands the
funnel's mouth to generate greater numbers of ideas, and then quickly narrows the funnel in an
effort to effectively arrive at the best ideas. The narrowing of the funnel is the primary focus of
their discussion, which includes suggestions on what types of projects might be pursued, who
should evaluate the projects at different times in their lifecycle, what the evaluations should
accomplish, and how to eventually move the projects toward implementation.4
The development funnel idea therefore references both aspects of innovation as
discussed by Lester and Piore, and suggests their contradictory nature. However, though
Wheelwright and Clark outline several ways in which firms might be able to expand the funnel's
mouth (thus contributing to a practical discussion on how interpretation may more effectively
take place within firms), their prescriptions are primarily those of analysis - solving problems in
the process of moving from the ambiguous to the concrete. In addition to their contributions to
the discussion on how to effectively (analytically) manage the open-ended, collaborative process
of innovation, the concept of the development funnel is an important tool for visualizing the
process of innovation - from broad, abstract, to specific.
Organizations to Manage Innovation
As noted above, effective collaboration, integrating the knowledge and capacities of
different organizations, seems to be critical to the successful management of innovation.45 No
single discipline has a monopoly on all of the knowledge necessary to create novelty, and as
discussed above, it is often the case that information in one sector may already, unknowingly
be tailored to the needs of another to develop innovative solutions.46 Managing this integration
seems to be especially difficult, however, in a wide variety of settings, including land planning
and development.
Clark and Wheelwright elsewhere describe four common organizational structures
meant to respond to this difficulty, and assess their relative strengths and weaknesses. 47 Though
primarily focused on product development teams working within firms, their discussion
is meaningful to the process of land planning and development, as well. I would argue, in
fact, that the most meaningful difference between the development of innovative real estate,
and the development of other types of new products or services is that land planning and
development teams most often do not exist within a single entity. These teams, or potential
communities, as I am using this term in my thesis, often consist of individuals from various
43 Ibid., 121
44 Ibid., 124-127.
45 Kim B. Clark and Steven C. Wheelwright, "Organizing and Leading 'Heavyweight' Development
Teams," California Management Review 34, no. 3 (1992), 9.
46 Hargadon and Sutton, 42, 716-749.
47 Clark and Wheelwright, 9.
separate organizations: developers, capital partners, architects, engineers, builders, various
other subcontractors, and, importantly, public partners such as elected officials, planning staff,
concerned citizens, and special interest groups. The barriers to integration among these groups
likely differ from those faced by teams within a corporate structure; if anything, however, the
barriers are likely to be even more intense. Clark and Wheelwright's typologies therefore provide
value to our discussion, as well.48
The "functional team structure" is the traditional development approach, with
individuals organized into specified disciplines, working under the sole direction of specialized
managers. Each discipline has responsibility for a certain aspect of the product's development
(design, engineering, marketing, etc.), and "throws it over the wall" to another discipline when
completed with its task. Advantages of this approach include clear delineation of expertise and
responsibility, and incentives to develop and apply systematized knowledge. Disadvantages
result because every project is fundamentally different, especially those involving innovation:
responsibility can not always be clearly delineated, and specialists necessarily apply their
knowledge in a systematized way, even though "every development project differs in its
objectives and performance criteria."49
The "autonomous team structure," or "tiger team," resides at the other end of the
spectrum. A tiger team structure breaks down the walls between different disciplines by
assigning people directly to the team. The team is directed by a strong project manager, who has
wide control over resources and can often break free of traditional organizational norms. Tiger
teams benefit from a great deal of focus and energy, but can be difficult to manage and may risk
going too far in their drive to innovate, coming up with solutions that are difficult to diffuse or
market.50
The "lightweight team structure" builds on the general approach of the functional team
structure in its attempt to manage integrations across disciplines and interests. It includes the
addition of a "lightweight" manager who acts as a liaison for the various disciplines involved
in the innovation process and helps to coordinate their efforts. This person is a "lightweight,"
however, in the sense that they have no direct control over the resources or personnel of any
of the other groups. This means that the strengths and weaknesses of the lightweight team
structure resemble those of the functional structure, with perhaps some additional benefit
derived from increased coordination.51
The "heavyweight team structure," on the other hand, is Clark and Wheelwright's
preferred approach. In a heavyweight team structure, individual team members continue to
reside within their disciplines, and may continue to report to functional managers, but are
48 The study of the relative effectiveness of different organizations working toward innovation in land
planning and development has yet to be fully developed. This may therefore be fertile ground for future
research.
49 Clark and Wheelwright, 10, 12.
50 Ibid., 13-14.
51 Ibid., 12-13.
under the direct influence of a powerful heavyweight manager.5 2 The heavyweight motivates
the diverse team and coordinates efforts across disciplines, and, importantly, has the authority
to ensure it happens.53 Advantages include increased vision for the heavyweight and focus and
motivation among team members, which will in turn increase likelihood of project success. The
heavyweight team shares some of the risks of the tiger team,5 4 however, and potentially relies too
heavily on excellent project managers, who may not be easy to come by.
Again, though the discussion about how to organize effective project teams recognizes
the two general processes inherent in innovation, it generally focuses on analysis. Each
integrated team is meant to resolve ambiguity, rather than foster or work within it. Heavyweight
teams, especially, seem to be adept at the focus needed to solve problems, rather than
work within them. These are valuable solutions for those in later stages of exploration and
implementation, but perhaps not for developing novel ideas.
Innovation Communities
Lynn, Reddy and Aram employ a broader institutional approach to responding to the
challenges of collaboration and open-endedness, with an approach that continues to remain
within the analytical framework. The authors note that the literature consistently recognizes
the importance of a wide variety of institutional, especially non-market, actors in the process of
innovation, but argue that no "general framework" exists for studying their relative impacts.55
Their "innovation community" refers "to the organizations directly and indirectly involved in the
commercialization of a new technology." The innovation community is important, the authors
argue, because it acts as a coordinator of information and support for the new technology or
idea.56 Lynn et al outline a series of variables to be used in future studies aimed at understanding
the importance of the innovation community.57
Their approach to dealing with collaboration and ambiguity in innovation is, as noted,
primarily analytic. The authors view the importance of the innovation community as a potential
problem solver. Its role is one of improving the "efficient flow of information" and coordinating
activities to improve the process of innovation in markets, rather than serving as a forum
for conversation and interpretation.58 As I argue below, however, communities that organize
themselves around innovation are at least as important in the interpretive role, as well, which
should bolster Lynn et al's call for further research into the role of innovation communities in
the application of innovation.
52 Ibid., 13.
53 Ibid., 15.
54 Ibid., 16.
55 Leonard H. Lynn, N. Mohan Reddy, and John D. Aram, "Linking Technology and Institutions: The
Innovation Community Framework," Research Policy 25 (1996), 91.
56 Ibid., 94-96.
57 Ibid., 99-102.
58 Ibid., 94-96.
Interpretive Approaches to Innovation
Several approaches to innovation put relatively greater emphasis on the process of
interpretation. A manufacturer or developer could rely on interpretation at the expense of
analysis only in theory, however, since interpretation, taken to its extreme, is infinitely open-
ended. The following approaches argue for a greater emphasis on the interpretive nature of
innovation.
Distributed Innovation
The concept of distributed innovation, which recognizes that the knowledge necessary
to innovate may not be located within a single team, forum, or even geographical location,59
is one example of an approach that emphasizes the process of interpretation, though without
completely denying the role of analysis. For instance, von Hippel demonstrates that despite
traditional product development and manufacturing processes that emphasize no role for
the user in the design, users' adaptations of products are often highly innovative - and
in important ways.6 ° User innovations are therefore one type of distributed innovation.
User innovation communities organize around a wide variety of products, from medical
to recreational equipment, both formally and informally, to engage in various forms of
cooperation and conversation, such as to assist others and answer questions, or simply for the
pleasure of association.6 ' Von Hippel advises companies to view these user communities as
important resources and sources of innovation. Importantly, his research has found that user
contributions, which essentially open up the process of innovation, thus potentially making it
more unwieldy, have become important market successes, and have solved difficult problems
faced by the companies themselves.62
The Danish toy manufacturer Lego's approach to dealing with the robust user
community that developed around its robot building kit "Mindstorms" is a good example of
how companies can take advantage of lead user innovations to engage in the tricky process
of interpretation. Though it was initially tempted to do so, rather than prosecuting those who
hacked into the product's central processor shortly after the original release, Lego eventually
embraced the user community that was spawned. It even invited four of the community's
best known Mindstorms hackers to participate in designing the robot's new version. 63 Thus
began a conversation between Lego and its enthusiasts that dramatically opened up the design
process, representing a significant shift in protocol for an organization (like many others) that
59 An important early source on the concept of distributed innovation is Eric von Hippel, The Sources of
Innovation (New York: Oxford University Press, 1988).
60 Eric von Hippel, Democratizing Innovation (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2005), 93-106.
61 Ibid., 10-11.
62 Ibid., 15; Von Hippel, Eric, "Democratizing Innovation," Presentation in 15-351, MIT Sloan School of
Management, 23 February 2006.
63 Brenden I. Koerner, "Geeks in Toyland," Wired, February 2006, accessed at http://www.wired.com/
wired/archive/14.02/lego.html.
had previously relied on internal problem solving to preserve important corporate secrets.
Von Hippel's and others' findings on the contributions of users to innovation could likely
be expanded to land planning and development, as well. It is likely, and the cases seem to
demonstrate, that the users of the built environment may have much to contribute.
Open Source
Lakhani's work on open source software development demonstrates a similar approach
to dealing with the concurrent and contradictory needs to keep things "open," while also solving
problems. It is the very openness of open source projects that makes many view them with
some apprehension. Those who espouse the open source philosophy, such as the iconic Linus
Torvalds, original developer of Linux, do little to ease the uneasiness. To a comment on the
Linux kernel email list that complained "Linux really isn't going anywhere in particular and
seems to make progress through sheer luck," Torvalds responds:
Hey, that's not a bug, that's a FEATURE!...A strong vision and a sure hand sound good
on paper. It's just that I have never met a technical person (including me) whom I would
trust to know what is really the right thing to do in the long run....
Too strong a strong vision can kill you-- you'll walk right over the edge firm in the
knowledge of the path in front of you...
I'd much rather have 'brownian motion,' where a lot of microscopic directed
improvements end up pushing the system slowly in a direction that none of the
individual developers really had the vision to see on their own.64
Open source communities are very good at solving problems and moving toward closure, as well.
Lakhani demonstrates that different types of members of open source communities - core and
peripheral - make different types of contributions to the product, with important consequences.
Core members, who are few in number, are those with "formal rights to make official changes
to the source code." The much larger periphery participates via the email list, though members
can make and submit changes to the source code for official approval. 65 What is interesting is
that though the core dominates the email discussion coordinating the open source project, the
periphery initiates the vast majority of threads on new topics. Further, where the core produces
most of the "dimension of merit" code changes (which make up 77 percent of the total changes),
the periphery provides most of the "functionally novel" coding.66 These findings together
suggest, therefore, that the periphery helps keep the discussion open - bringing up new ideas,
generating novel features - while the core solves important problems and kept the code in
64 Quoted in Karim R. Lakhani, "The Micro-Foundations of Distributed Innovation: Practices for large
scale collaboration," Presentation in 15.351, MIT Sloan School of Management, 4 April 2006. (Emphasis
and errors are in the original.)
65 Ibid.
66 Ibid.; The taxonomy comes from William Riggs and Eric von Hippel, "Incentives to innovate and the
sources of innovation: the case of scientific instruments," Research Policy 23, no. 4 (1994), 459-469.
shape. Open source communities therefore allow for a self-selected division of labor that, by its
nature, responds to the dual challenges of analysis and interpretation.
Moderated Open Source: Google
One of the twenty-first century's most successful innovators, Google.com, hopes to stay
competitive in a fast moving industry by addressing the contradiction in two key ways. First, as
is somewhat widely known, Google encourages employees to devote approximately 20 percent of
their time to projects outside of their immediate responsibilities. Though Google focuses intently
on recruiting the "right people" and assigning them to project teams that generally serve the
company's core products, the company recognizes that it would be impossible for its corporate
leadership to accurately predict the future, and therefore successfully allocate resources to meet
future needs and trends.67 The result is something like a free marketplace of ideas, in which
Google hopes the best internal innovations will attract internal talent and eventually rise to the
top, thus helping Google to retain its dominance in the competitive "search" industry. Google's
second approach is to open up its products to adaptation by a global user community. Rather
than assiduously protect its intellectual property from copycats or unauthorized changes, Google
releases new products early for robust testing by users (thus bringing the term "beta version"
into the everyday lexicon), and enables users to tailor them in novel ways.68 The enormous
popularity of Google Maps and the ability to relatively easily create "mashups" - overlaying
geographical data, such as crime statistics or apartment vacancies, over Google's interactive
maps - is one example of this approach. 69 Both of these approaches represent attempts to both
spur and manage the process of innovation outside of a traditional hierarchical, segmented
organization. Google is attempting to keep the conversation moving while continuing to solve
problems in its core capabilities. Its significant success in producing new, effective innovations
at relatively low cost suggests that other industries, including land planning and development,
might miss important opportunities if they neglect to apply them (even if the unit of analysis is
much different from the bytes of code that Google deals with).
Communities of Practice
One description of the types of organizing that take place when people come together
to converse about common interests is the concept of "communities of practice."7° Wenger and
Snyder's discussion of communities of practice is both positive and normative; on the one hand,
they are reporting a trend in the business place; on the other, they believe that communities of
67 Dan Stickel, Director of Core Products, Google, Presentation in 15-351, MIT Sloan School of
Management, 16 March 2006.
68 Ibid.
69 For perhaps the best source on the innovative ways in which users have adapted the Google Maps
code and interface, see http://googlemapsmania.blogspot.com/.
70 Etienne C. Wenger and William M. Snyder, "Communities of Practice: The Organizational Frontier,"
Harvard Business Review, January-February 2000, 139-145.
practice can help foster innovation in much the way that Lester and Piore describe. As Wenger
and Snyder explain, communities of practice are "groups of people informally bound together by
shared expertise and passion for a joint enterprise."7" With this broad definition, communities
of practice can therefore be found in a host of different industries and covering a broad variety
of interests. Within a work environment, they might be as informal as a lunch group that
meets on a regular basis to discuss issues of interest to the participants, or, as the concept has
been applied at the World Bank, they might serve as essential repositories of knowledge for
the organization as a whole. 72 These communities serve the innovative process by encouraging
open, "free-flowing" dialogue, attracting a community of self-selected and interested experts,
and building upon problem solving successes.73 Though the authors describe the community
of practice as a phenomenon occurring within the workplace, the concept has likely broader
applicability to a range of innovation processes, such as in land planning and development.
Summarizing the Brief Notes on Innovation
Innovation is as vital to land planning and development as it is to all sectors. It is
through the process of innovation that novel ideas - improvements upon the general order of
things - become available or enter the marketplace. Innovation is a ubiquitous activity, but it
really is quite difficult to do successfully, just as researchers have found it difficult to observe
or describe. The literature in technology and management has made some progress, however.
According to some consensus, two necessary conditions for innovation are collaboration and an
open-ended process. These features create dynamic, ambiguous situations, in which products
or ideas are combined in new ways, or frames of reference shift. But how can one manage such
situations? Is innovation, then, best left to chance?
Lester and Piore's analysis-interpretation framework suggests an important way of
looking at the process of dealing with these two features of innovation. They acknowledge the
difficulty of dealing with these contradictory processes by leading their book with a quote from
F. Scott Fitzgerald: "The test of a first-rate intelligence is the ability to hold two opposing ideas
in mind at the same time and still retain the ability to function." The solutions of preeminent
innovation theorists that I have outlined above represent different strategies to manage the
necessarily conflicted process. They should provide a framework for understanding the actual
context in which innovation takes place. The cases below further demonstrate this, as well
as the inevitable strain on the process that comes from attempting to do both analysis and
interpretation.
My analysis of the processes that led toward innovation in Daybreak and Hidden Springs
71 Ibid., 139.
72 Ibid., 14o.
73 Ibid., 140, 142-143.
therefore finds that innovative ideas, as always, arose out an expansion of the realm of the
possible. This opening occurred because the developments' proponents, either out of necessity
or by design, embraced a more open-ended planning process and a commitment to broad
collaboration. Not surprisingly, these points therefore suggest that novel ideas in land planning
and development occur for largely the same reasons that they occur in any endeavor. However,
because of significant constraints on alternative land use patterns from both the supply and
demand sides of the market, as well as from the government, the implementation of innovation
in land planning and development depends upon the advocacy of a community devoted to the
innovation. Such communities arise as a result of the process of interpretation that leads to the
development of an innovative idea. Successful communities, in turn, come to be innovation's
biggest advocates: they help in fighting its battles and serve as a continuing source of ideas and
inspiration, often pushing the innovation beyond original expectations.
Homes in Daybreak, Utah, with the Oquirrh Mountains (and the enormous open pit Kennecott Utah
Copper mine) in the background.
CHAPTER 3
DAYBREAK, UTAH
What on earth are the developers of Daybreak thinking - building appealing, brightly colored homes
with hidden garages? Don't they know what state they are in?
Here in Utah, we like unnecessarily large, blandly styled cookie-cutter houses that look more like
gussied-up garages than real homes. We must have loads of excess concrete out front to park our
many cars and eyesore RVs. New houses must have dreary colors, no porches, and of course, plastic
fences. When people drive through our neighborhoods, we want them to see endless rows of garage and
concrete, not walking paths, lakes or community gardens.
Levi Palmer, Letters to the Editor, Deseret Morning News, 3 June 2005.
Background: Land Planning and Development in the Salt Lake Valley
Historical Roots
Long-term settlement in the Salt Lake Valley began with the arrival of pioneers from
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints in the summer of 1847. Technically part of
Mexico until shortly before they arrived, only nomadic Native American tribes and trappers
had previously visited the area. The wide, gently sloping, and comparatively barren valley at the
edge of the dramatic Wasatch Mountains - once the floor of the great Lake Bonneville - was
to be an ideal refuge for the beleaguered Mormons, however. Under the temporal and spiritual
leadership of the prophet Brigham Young, the highly disciplined Mormons harnessed water
from mountain streams, grew crops, and very rapidly commenced what they had done in each of
their previous destinations: establish cities.1
The Mormons are likely the most successful, and certainly the most prolific, planners
of cities in the history of the United States.2 Their city planning experience encompasses
nearly all aspects of what is currently practiced in the broad discipline of city/urban planning:
regional planning, environmental management, economic development, land use designation,
even urban design. Brigham Young and his successors directed the settlement of over 500
communities scattered "throughout the great central basin from the western Rockies to the
eastern slopes of the Sierras."3 The church leadership directed new settlements both to develop
the regional economy and to control growth fueled by immigration from Mormon converts in
eastern states and overseas, primarily Europe. These early settlements primarily followed the
same urban design and land use pattern, as well. First planned by Joseph Smith, the church's
founder and first prophet, for previous Mormon communities in Ohio, Missouri, and Illinois,
the traditional Mormon city was based on a strict street grid, with public and religious buildings
on key sites in the center, and uniform residential/farm parcels found on the remaining blocks.
Major agricultural production took place on the outskirts of these relatively dense Mormon
villages. These regional and local forms of development had firm roots in Mormon theology and
culture, which stressed the importance of communal spiritual development and security, while
also emphasizing the virtues of agricultural society.4
1 Eugene P. Moehring, Urbanism and Empire in the Far West, 184o-189o (Reno, NV: University of
Nevada Press, 2004), 83-84.
2 For an excellent account of this history (with truly impressive historical images), see John W. Reps,
Cities of the American West: A History of Frontier Urban Planning (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1979).
3 Reps,287.
4 Ibid., 287-299.
"Typical" Utah Land Development: Significant orientation to the automobile; lack of architectural
definition; domination of natural environment and landscape.
Current Development Situation
By the late twentieth century, however, the once clustered villages of the Wasatch Front
- as the region on the western base of the Wasatch Mountains is known - had overwhelmed
their traditional agricultural green belts and molded into a linear metropolis over one hundred
miles in length. A high local birth rate and, to a lesser extent, immigration to the Rocky
Mountains swelled the population of the greater Wasatch Area to approximately 1.86 million in
2003, with another 1.28 million new residents expected by 2o30o. .5This represents an increase of
560,000 new dwelling units added to the current 620,000 and an increase in "urban developed
land" from 389 square miles to 697 square miles.6
Like most other growing communities in the United States, the new population finds
housing primarily in single-family home developments built on former farm or rangeland. In the
Salt Lake Valley, the obvious home sites, such as cultivated land within municipal boundaries
or service areas, are quickly disappearing, leading development to creep up the mountain
5 Quality Growth Efficiency Tools Work Group. "2003 Baseline Scenario." Salt Lake City, UT:
unpublished report. May 2003, 3, in Envision Utah. "The History of Envision Utah," (Salt Lake City, UT:
unpublished history of the organization, date unknown).
6 Ibid., 32, 46.
slopes and further away from the urban center. While such development patterns are common
throughout the United States, they seem to be culturally enshrined in Utah. According to
one close observer of development in Utah, many Salt Lake Valley residents retain a cultural
preference for a rural, small town lifestyle, even as traffic increases and their communities are
quickly becoming urbanized. Despite important efforts to address these issues regionally, many
community leaders often continue to insist on "doing things the way we've always done them."7
Communities therefore fall prey to misguided logic:
A. The community that we desire was that which existed in the past.
B. In the past, our planning process was x.
C. In order to achieve the desired community, we must continue to do x.
Without taking into account changing external and internal conditions, the observer's argument
continues, those who stick to the old ways of doing things will unfortunately find themselves
in wholly unintended, undesired outcomes.8 This is especially true in Utah, where a minimal
role for government is generally taken for granted by policymakers and citizens, perhaps at the
expense of local and regional planning initiatives, though an important regional educational
effort as well as increasing pressures on the land are altering historical views.9 There are
therefore few limits to growth besides the area's significant natural boundaries - the mountains
on the east and the desert on the west - which also sometimes seem to be only minor deterrents.
Daybreak
Daybreak departs from this recent history, and as such becomes the most important
new development in Utah. Its size alone makes it influential. The planned community's
parcel is 4,126 acres, which has been entitled to host over 13,ooo homes and 7.6 million
square feet of commercial space. 1' The project is also expected to double the City of South
Jordan's population." But the project's features and potential legacy are what give it lasting
importance. First, as I outline, the community incorporates innovative design and planning
principles to achieve stated goals of ecological, social, and economic sustainability. Many of
the development's features are entirely new to Utah, such as, not insignificantly, its density.
7 Alan Matheson, Executive Director, Envision Utah, interview by author, written notes by author, Salt
Lake City, UT, 18 January 2oo6.
8 Matheson (Envision Utah).
9 As I discuss below, however, this attitude does not seem to recognize the significant role that
government already has in land use matters.
to Kennecott Land, "Community: Masterplan," http://www.daybreakutah.com/masterplan.htm (18 May
2006).
11 Karyn Hsiao, "S. Jordan Vote on Sunrise Development Could Double Population," Salt Lake Tribune,
18 February 2003, D3.
A variety of other innovative planning elements that respond to the challenges of current
development patterns will likely eventually make it influential on a national level. Second,
Daybreak is just the first phase of a decades-long planning process for "the largest metropolitan
landholding by a single owner in the United States."12 Kennecott Utah Copper, a subsidiary of
global mining conglomerate Rio Tinto, owns 93,000 acres on the west side of Salt Lake Valley,
and has spun off a subsidiary, Kennecott Land, to plan its development over the next 75 years.
Analysts project that it will eventually host 500,000 new residents.13 The process behind this
significant innovation, moreover, provides important lessons on innovation in land use and
development, including the role the innovation community has in overcoming significant
obstacles. This chapter therefore begins by outlining Daybreak's innovative features, before
moving into the story of the development process (see Appendix 1 for Daybreak and Kennecott
Land plans).
Innovation at Daybreak
Daybreak is self-consciously different from other housing and planned communities
within its market, as well as the country. Lacking long experience, or "baggage" from having
been through the process numerous times, Kennecott Land claims that its frame of reference
for planning and decision making is, essentially, "best practices," or innovation. The company
claims to "fashion their business [and their business model] around innovation." One Kennecott
employee describes Kennecott's entry into the real estate development business in Utah as
"going straight to the iPod," while their competition is "still using Walkmans."14 It is arguable
that Kennecott Land pays more than lip service to innovation, as well, devoting significant
resources to research and analysis while challenging employees - who work within teams - to
grow their skill sets and thereby create further "institutional knowledge."'5 Referring to land
planning and development, the company states: "We want to understand how to do this better
than anybody."' 6
As the discussion below should make clear, Daybreak's innovations might be viewed
from a primarily organizational standpoint: its unique features, rather than making competing
housing products obsolete, nevertheless require competencies that most housing developers
and cities do not have. Though it is likely that the innovation in Daybreak will give it certain
advantages within its market, the development is certainly more radical in terms of what it
12 Doug Smeath, "Kennecott's vision: 'Nonmining assets' to become well planned communities," Deseret
Morning News, 18 Dec. 2005.
13 Ibid.
14 Greg L.Rasmussen, (Director of Land Development), Steven James (Director of Planning and
Community Design) and Cory Zander (Market Research), Kennecott Land, interview by author, written
notes by author, Murray, UT, 16 January 2006.
15 Ibid.
16 Ibid.
requires of its developers - and, perhaps to an equal extent, of its buyers. The following sections
of this chapter therefore trace the competency building process for Daybreak.
Many of the product innovations in the development are heavily influenced by New
Urbanist thought. This is not surprising: Daybreak's chief architect and planner is Peter
Calthorpe, of Calthorpe Associates in Berkeley, California, a founding member of the Congress
for the New Urbanism. Though it admits of the popular planning philosophy's influence,
Kennecott Land hesitates to refer to Daybreak as "New Urbanist" or "neo-traditional;" they seem
to be somewhat uncomfortable ascribing to a particular development philosophy, preferring
instead to describe their model as one which adopts "best practices" from a wide range of
developments and planned communities. 17 Even though Kennecott Land is uncomfortable with
the neo-traditional label, Daybreak's incorporation of a wide variety of New Urbanist elements
will likely make it one of the largest and most successful of the new developments influenced
by the movement. Moreover, Daybreak incorporates the features on a relatively large scale,
resulting in a more diverse resident community than many other important New Urbanist
communities. Each of the innovative elements described below therefore reflect New Urbanism's
arguments.'8
Neo-traditional architecture
The relatively high quality, traditional architecture of the homes at Daybreak is typically
the first or second thing noticed by visitors to the development. It stands in stark contrast to the
relatively plan, style-less architecture of most new housing developments in Utah, and receives
generally positive reviews from visitors.'9 Even Greg Schindler, Senior Planner for the City of
South Jordan, first mentioned the quality of the architecture when asked to list Daybreak's
innovative features. He also mentioned that this element is the first to be copied by other
developers in the market.20 As the homes are the prominent feature in Daybreak's marketing
campaign and are generally the most visible and understandable aspects of the development, it
may not be surprising that they are the most often mentioned in association with Daybreak.
The design guidelines intend to replicate the standards of some of Salt Lake City's
more enduring and popular older neighborhoods, including the Avenues, Harvard-Yale, and
17 Ibid.
18 It initially seems problematic to equate the "neo-traditional" with innovation. However, the design
and planning principles described by New Urbanism certainly represent novel approaches to doing land
planning, even if they are justified by hearkening to forms of development from the past. What is most
problematic about New Urbanism, in terms of innovation, in that it seems to be one of the few remarkable
land planning and development innovations currently in practice. Though it represents important
innovations in several ways, as this section discusses, it would likely be preferable to see additional types
of innovation in land planning and development.
19 This assessment is based on each of my interviews, interviews with sales agents, as well as the
comments of friends, family, and acquaintances.
2o Greg Schindler, Senior Planner, South Jordan, Utah, interview by author, written notes by author,
South Jordan, UT,11 January 2006.
Daybreak architectural styles.
Sugarhouse.21 These neighborhoods are known for their variety of classic and well preserved
housing styles, including bungalows, Arts and Crafts, and Victorian. One of Daybreak's mottos,
printed in promotional material and advertising is "How to Live in Color," which highlights the
fact that Daybreak's homes come in a variety of colors and material - rather than the uniform
gray or beige stucco found on most other homes in the market.
Further, in order to duplicate the desired, seemingly random quality of older
neighborhoods, Kennecott Land does not sell adjacent lots to single builders. The developer
carefully plans each lot within the phase, and sells a package of lots in locations it feels are
appropriate to each of the builders. As the neighborhood develops, therefore, there is a variety of
housing styles along each street, making it seem as though they were built over a longer period
of time."
It may be somewhat counterintuitive (or disappointing) to refer to traditional
architectural styles as "innovative." From a planning standpoint, however, the introduction
of relatively strict design guidelines such as these in a city or a development is quite novel,
especially in Utah, if only incrementally so: the homes in Daybreak will continue to coexist
with others in the market, and their production does not make obsolete the competencies
of homebuilders. Nevertheless, the innovative nature of this feature is also apparent within
the built neighborhood itself: Daybreak appears and feels different from more traditional
developments with the "cookie-cutter" housing styles. The overall effect of the design guidelines
and their enforcement on a large scale is clearly an innovative feature.
Density
If the neo-traditional architecture fails to be the first feature that a visitor notices about
Daybreak, chances are that its density is. As South Jordan's city manager said regarding the
21 Rasmussen and others (Kennecott); see Kennecott Land, "Homes: Overview," http://www.
daybreakutah.com/homes.htm (18 May 2006).
22 Rasmussen and others (Kennecott).
development's density, people either "love it or hate it"; for some, "it offends our Western
sensibilities."23 There was initially, and in some cases continues to be, a great deal of public
skepticism regarding the housing density in Daybreak. Clearly, then, Daybreak's density
represents a more radical innovation, particularly for homebuyers. Kennecott Land and
its consultants acknowledge this, as well, admitting that they worried about whether the
development's small lot sizes and clustered layouts would be marketable in Utah.4 Housing
consumers have voted with their pocketbooks, however, and, Kennecott believes, most
skepticism dissolves after visiting the site.25 As Envision Utah claims, "if density is the problem,
design is the answer."26
The density of the clustered housing serves several important purposes for Daybreak,
however; the developers did not plan density for its own sake, or simply to squeeze more homes
onto their land. Fitting more homes into a smaller space, for example, allows Daybreak to have
more public open space and parks. It also helps in terms of fostering community development.
Finally, density of housing at a certain level contributes to making the development more
pedestrian-friendly, and helps make transit-oriented development possible.
Pedestrian orientation
Daybreak's commitment to pedestrian orientation is somewhat unique in the Salt
Lake Valley, though it is likely a predecessor of things to come. As in much of the West, the
automobile in Utah is an easy extension of an independent and motion-oriented way of life.
However, as in other Western cities, such as Denver, despite naysayers' predictions of their early
and expensive demise, the reintroduction of light rail transit to the Salt Lake Valley has been
highly successful, with the numbers of daily riders far outpacing the pro formas' predictions.27
Among the many major real estate developments in the Valley, Daybreak is the first to actively
commit itself to encouraging multiple modes of travel, especially walking. Three basic features
define this commitment: transit-oriented development (TOD), street design, and community
layout (explained in more detail in the next section). These innovations tend toward the radical,
as well, including for the developer, who must learn entirely new models of development in
order to pursue this goal.
As noted above, the density of housing at Daybreak makes TOD possible, even though
no rapid transit currently extends to the development. Unlike other developments in the region
23 Rick Horst, South Jordan City Manager, interview by author, written notes by author, South Jordan,
UT, 18 January 2oo6.
24 Karen Wikstrom, Principal, Wikstrom Economic and Planning (Consultant to Kennecott Land),
interview by author, written notes by author, Salt Lake City, UT, 20 January 2oo6; Rasmussen and others
(Kennecott).
25 Rasmussen and others (Kennecott); Rick Horst, South Jordan City Manager, argues that Daybreak
has been able to sell the small lots because of an influx of "out-of-staters" and empty nesters (Horst (South
Jordan). This demonstrates that Kennecott Land and its consultants did their data analysis correctly.
26 Matheson (Envision Utah).
27 Luther S. Miller, "Utah Transit's Game Plan," Railway Age, October 2001, 41.
Though some might desire further innovation in terms of
street design and pedestrian-orientation, Daybreak has made
important improvements within its region as well as significant
investments in the regional transit infrastructure.
that also try to sell lots by touting long term plans that suggest proximity to future light rail
corridors, however, Kennecott Land has put its money into action, partnering with the City
of South Jordan and neighboring communities to make an extension to Daybreak the Utah
Transit Authority's (UTA) next light rail extension. Kennecott contributed the lion's share
($1.5 million of a necessary $3.2 million) to fund a preparatory environmental study for the
extension, which would serve neighboring cities and ultimately end with two or three stops in
Daybreak.28 Kennecott and the City of South Jordan are confident that this puts them ahead in
the competition for funding, making light rail in Daybreak more than just a sales ploy.29
The design of homes in Daybreak further commits the developer to its claim of being
transit-oriented. In contrast to competing homes in the same price range, which very commonly
have three-car garages as well as a paved space for a RV, Daybreak homes generally only have
room for two cars. Some consumers find this unacceptable, and the city has even complained
that this innovation is out of touch - perhaps too radical - for the desires of most Utah
homebuyers.30 Though Daybreak continues to stick with its currently less car-friendly style of
home, Kennecott has had to concede to the market somewhat by providing offsite paved space
for Daybreak residents to park their RVs.
28 Geoffrey Fattah, "Did Ex-Leavitt Aide Help Kennecott on Daybreak's TRAX?" Deseret Morning News,
to June 2004.
29 Horst (South Jordan).
30 Ibid.; Schindler (South Jordan).
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Street design and layout also contribute to making Daybreak a "walkable" community.
In line with New Urbanist standards, the street layout at Daybreak is more like a grid,
containing no cul-de-sacs or dead ends. Walkers can therefore access their destinations along
numerous pathways. Greg Schindler, a senior planner for South Jordan highlights this as an
important innovation, but says that most developers are still trying to understand how to plan
communities without the favored cul-de-sacs. Daybreak streets also include "bump-outs" at
the corners: extensions of the sidewalk into the intersection that encourage drivers to slow
down and help shorten the pedestrian's actual crossing of the street. Finally, as I discuss in
further detail below, Daybreak is planned as a community with actual destinations for walkers,
including schools, churches, community centers, neighborhood shops and restaurants, and
recreational open space. While the ultimate success of Daybreak's pedestrian orientation will
depend on its success attracting light rail, it is evident that the community is already a more
favorable environment for walkers than most other places in the valley.
Building a community
Virtually all of the large scale real estate developments in the Salt Lake Valley (and
beyond) advertise themselves as "planned communities" or "master planned communities."
Kennecott Land, however, claims that Daybreak is the only truly master planned community in
Utah. This claim refers to their emphasis on the difficult task of planning all the aspects of a self-
contained community, including residential, retail, civic, recreational, commercial, open space,
and even industrial. Most of the other so-called planned communities in their market, according
to Kennecott (and also verified by site visits and interviews), make only token commitments
to any type of mixed use.31 Daybreak, on the other hand, plans to include a significant - and
walkable - commercial component as part of every phase. So called "neighborhood centers" will
be small-scale commercial nodes within each neighborhood, likely including corner stores or
small restaurants. "Village centers" will be more extensive, including a wider variety of retail,
restaurant, and commercial services in a more "Main Street"-type setting, likely with residential
on the second floor. "Town Centers" will be the most dense, urban types of settings that host
intense mixed usage, oriented around transit.32 Again, planning for this type of development
requires unique competencies not traditionally practiced by most developers. While the mixed-
use Daybreak will continue to coexist with more traditional, single-use neighborhoods, the
organization requirements of this new process make this a more radical innovation.
Daybreak has also planned for important "third places" that the developers hope will
31 Rasmussen and others (Kennecott); site visits and discussions with sales associates at other planned
communities, including SunCrest and Rosecrest. Traverse Mountain is an exception in that it includes a
very large-scale commercial component. This commercial is not oriented to the community, but rather to
a large regional market with access from Interstate 15.
32 Information gathered from sales associates and displays in the Daybreak Visitors Pavilion, South
Jordan, Utah; "Planned Community (P-C) Zone," South Jordan, Utah City Code (S. Jordan Code),
17.72.020.
Community-building features ofDaybreak: the community center/elementary school; the community
garden.
strengthen bonds between neighbors and within the community. Large parcels are left open
for the construction of churches, an especially important community component in Utah.
Daybreak's sales received a major boost, for example, when the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-
day Saints announced that it would build a temple on a prominent civic-use parcel within the
development.33 Kennecott Land also helped fund the construction of the Daybreak Elementary
School and Community Center, a public school within the Jordan School District that shares
space and amenities with the community center. 34 The community's public recreational
amenities, including trails, a community garden, and a meandering 85 acre lake, also serve to
strengthen the Daybreak community.
An additional feature cited by the developer as one of the development's more radical
innovative features is the variety of housing types and styles within neighborhoods. In
addition to the mentioned variety of architectural styles, these homes also come in a variety
of price ranges, with smaller homes selling for around $250,000 sitting adjacent to larger,
more expensive homes worth as much as $8oo,ooo.35 This makes some potential buyers
uncomfortable about the homes' ability to retain their values, but is an important component
of Daybreak's goal to be a community for a diverse range of homebuyers. These are features
that Daybreak proudly shares in its sales pitch, thereby likely reinforcing its goal by attracting
33 Nicole Warburton, "2 New Utah Temples: Sites are in S. Jordan, Southwest S.L.Valley," DeseretMorning News, 2 October 2005. Among buildings in the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, thetemple is considered to be the most sacred. For a variety of reasons, therefore, members of the church(and others) view proximity to a temple as a significant asset. In Utah, where the population of Latter-daySaints is high, this can dramatically increase property values in neighborhoods where temple constructionhas been announced.
34 Mike Cronin, "New School to Have Many Uses; Elementary Campus: The Facility at South Jordan'sDaybreak would Include a Community Center," Salt Lake Tribune, 15 July 2004, B2. According to
consultant Karen Wikstrom, the school served an important public relations role for Daybreak at a time
when critics of Envision Utah (and Daybreak, potentially) were labeling dense development as "anti-family." Wikstrom argued that the showcase school and community center would help convince city
officials and housing consumers that Daybreak, despite its density, would be good for families (Wikstrom(Wikstrom Economic).
35 Rasmussen and others (Kennecott).
consumers who hope to buy into a community, rather than just a home.
Sustainability
Besides its emphasis on pedestrian travel, a most significant contribution to the Salt
Lake Valley's environment, Daybreak has made a number of additional commitments to
environmental sustainability. These commitments have therefore required the developers to rely
on knowledge and skills not always equivalently emphasized in land development. First, with
lack of water a constant concern in the arid valley, Kennecott Land uses native and drought-
resistant flora to landscape the enormous development. Though the reality of what this will
eventually look like might contrast with what Utah homebuyers are used to (and with what
Daybreak's promotional material implies),36 Kennecott Land remains committed to the project,
simply saying "it's not going to look like you're used to."37 Daybreak's storm water runoff system
is more innovative. Kennecott Land's engineers are particularly proud of this feature, and they
recognize its uniqueness within the industry. Daybreak retains and recharges all water runoff
on site, even up to the amount from a 00oo year storm. The efficient retention system, moreover,
is an important aesthetic element of the development's landscaping, with runoff being diverted
into the street layout, swales, "rain gardens," and ultimately constructed wetlands. By "lacing
it all together," the landscape architects artfully crafted the nonnegotiable hydrographic
requirements into the community's overall design.38
An additional important element of Daybreak's commitment to sustainability is its
requirement that all builders receive Energy Star certification. All homes are therefore Energy
Star certified, which is estimated to save homeowners up to 30 percent of their home heating
and cooling costs, as well as use up fewer energy resources.39 According to Kennecott Land,
Daybreak is the only master planned community in the United States in which all builders and
homes are Energy Star compliant.40 Further stressing the importance of recognized standards
for sustainability, Kennecott Land has received ISO 14001 certification in environmental
management. ISO 14001 outlines the International Standards Organization's criteria and
standards for an approved internal environmental management system.41 Rio Tinto requires
all its subsidiaries to develop an environmental management system according to ISO
14001 standards, which explains how Kennecott Land became the only land developer in
36 Jerry Brown, G. Brown Design, Inc. (Daybreak's landscape architect), telephone interview by author,
written notes by author, 11 January 2006.
37 Rasmussen and others (Kennecott).
38 Ibid.
39 Doug Smeath, "Daybreak Project is Rising Star," Deseret Morning News, 8 October 2004.
40 Rasmussen and others (Kennecott).
41 International Standards Organization, "ISO 14001:2004 Environmental management systems --
Requirements with guidance for use," http://www.iso.org/iso/en/CatalogueDetailPage.CatalogueDetail
?CSNUMBER=318o7&ICS1=13&ICS 2=20&ICS3=1o&scopelist=ALL (18 May 2006).
the United States to meet this certification.42 While ISO 14001 does not hold corporations
to specific environmental standards, and therefore cannot guarantee a strong commitment
to sustainability, it seems to be an indication that Kennecott Land has a higher level of
commitment to the concept than most other developers. Daybreak has been willing to adopt
restrictions on development that others shy away from.
Kennecott Land's commitment to sustainability must be assessed, however, in light
of its stated "triple bottom line" of environmental, social, and economic sustainability. The
triple bottom line serves as an important filter for the company; employees and teams must
ask themselves when facing planning decisions whether their options are sustainable. Does it
preserve or enhance the natural environment? Does it support community development? Is it
economically and financially feasible? 43 This is a complex filter, not a checklist. Decision makers
review their alternatives according to the bottom line, and in the end try to make informed
decisions. For example, one Kennecott employee recently spoke at a meeting of the local Green
Building Council about Daybreak. Despite the significant steps Daybreak has taken to promote
more environmentally sensitive building standards, he found himself under criticism for not
going far enough toward green building. He responded, however, that Daybreak's approach
is justified because of its commitment to the three aspects of sustainability.4 It is important
to note, also, that, despite a real commitment to environmental and social sustainability,
the economic side seems to be particularly critical to Kennecott Land and to Rio Tinto. As
in the example above, whereas the company can justify compromises to environmental or
social sustainability, there seems to be no room for compromise of the project's economic
sustainability. As Rio Tinto is a publicly traded corporation on the London Stock Exchange,
depending on revenue growth for its survival, this comes as no surprise.
The Daybreak Planning Process
The discussion above outlines the novel features that together contribute to making
Daybreak an innovative development and suggest the new or additional competencies for
developers and homebuyers that this type of development demands. Within the real estate
market in the Salt Lake Valley, Daybreak seems to be radically innovative, suggesting important
departures from previous ways of doing things in real estate development. It is likely that
Daybreak will be seen as an important innovative real estate development on a national level,
as well. Understanding the background and planning process for Daybreak is integral to
understanding how this innovation occurred.
A Nascent "Interpretation" Process
42 Rasmussen and others (Kennecott).
43 Ibid.
44 Ibid.
Kennecott Utah Copper began actively looking at the land that eventually was to become
Daybreak in the early 199os. Studies by Kennecott and the State of Utah during the 198os
had identified a variety of environmental problems on lands that Kennecott had owned for
decades, as well as a potentially much bigger, and more expensive problem: a plume of sulfate
contamination in groundwater lying approximately 300 feet beneath the surface of the valley,
emanating from Bingham Canyon in the Oquirrh Mountains, home to Kennecott's major
mining sites (and just east of Daybreak).45 In 1986, the Utah Division of Environmental Quality
threatened to sue Kennecott for damaging the state's natural resources, and thus began a long
period of negotiation and legal disputes, ultimately involving the Environmental Protection
Agency. Kennecott followed a different path from many other corporations threatened with
a Superfund designation at the time: it decided to perform the necessary environmental
remediation voluntarily.46 Common practice at the time was generally to battle the EPA in court,
as paying the associated legal fees would likely be less than the astronomical fees associated
with clean-up efforts. It was also a risky move, as taking on the cleaning unilaterally would not
guarantee acceptance of the work by EPA, which could still designate them a Superfund site and
collect the requisite triple damages.47 Kennecott and its new owner, the world's second largest
mining conglomerate, London-based Rio Tinto, Inc., likely had important reasons to speed up
the process, however. First, both Kennecott and Rio Tinto likely saw the move as advantageous
as they attempted to improve their images as productive members of the community following
decades of more questionable stewardship.48 Second, Kennecott's CEO at the time, Frank Joklik
was heavily involved with Salt Lake City's bid to host the 1998 Winter Olympics, eventually
becoming chairman of the Salt Lake Bid Committee in 1991, and president and chief executive
officer of the Salt Lake Olympic Committee when it eventually won the bid for the 2002
Games. 49 Joklik's associates at the time recognize that the decision to remediate voluntarily
was likely a response to the uncomfortable position of serving in a high profile public role while
overseeing a potential Superfund site.50
Actual work on the site began in the early 199os, and was largely complete by the middle
of the decade.s' The cleanup cost roughly $500 million. Jon Callender, a Ph.D. geologist, was
45 Jon Callender, Former Director/Founder of the Sunrise Project (later Daybreak), telephone interview
by author, written notes by author, 24 March 2006; Jon Christensen, "Can a copper firm restore a blasted
ecosystem?" High County News, 30 May 1994, 8 http://www.hcn.org/servlets/hcn.Article?article
id=368.
46 Christensen, 8; Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
47 Ibid.
48 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
49 "Key players in Utah's bid and organizing effort," Deseret Morning News (online version), http://
deseretnews.com/oly/view/o,3949,30000142,oo.html, 6 April 2006.
50 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
51 Ibid.; "Daybreak's Environmental History," (Pamphlet drafted and distributed by Kennecott Land,
Murray, Utah). The issue of the groundwater sulfate plume was not resolved until August 2004, however,
when Kennecott Utah Copper agreed to clean the water source by process of reverse osmosis over a period
of forty years.
one of the remediation process's principle consultants, eventually becoming an employee of
Kennecott Utah Copper. As the cost of cleanup multiplied he began to ponder the question of
whether the land - so intensively exploited by past mining operations - could "be recycled," put
back into productive use to help offset some of the costs of cleanup. The same question held for
Kennecott itself: could it also continue to contribute as a productive member of the community,
even as mining operations inevitably slowed at some point in the future?52
These were the initial questions that opened up new possibilities and gave rise to
a nascent interpretation process, as described by Lester and Piore. Using a relatively tiny
portion of his environmental remediation budget, Callender hired land planning firm Glatting
Jackson and, soon, urban economics consultant Karen Wikstrom to begin to address these
questions.53 The original development team therefore began to somewhat resemble a traditional
development team, with an important difference: the managing developer was a mining
company. The process would therefore be driven by new types of questions and interests:
it opened up the possibilities in important ways. To Callender, this planning process, in
which "recycled" funding was used to look at innovative possibilities for the land, resembled
something of a "skunk works," in homage to Lockheed's legendarily innovative, and secretive,
Advanced Development Programs - a classic, Schumpeterian R&D lab with something of a tiger
team mentality. While not necessarily secretive, the "Sunrise Project," as it was dubbed, was
conducted largely beneath the radar of the company executives: 5" the amount of money involved
in the actual cleanup made the amount needed for the initial feasibility studies and site analysis
seem minor.55 The project's name came from the word "Oquirrh," the name of the mountains
that border all of Kennecott's land, which means "shining mountains."s6 The description was
appropriate, as the Oquirrh Mountains, to the west of the higher Wasatch peaks, reflect the light
of the rising sun before it strikes the rest of the valley.57
From the beginning, Callender asked his consultants to focus on a parcel of Kennecott
land in the City of South Jordan, even as they addressed possibilities on the entire 93,ooo acres.
South Jordan is a low-density bedroom and agricultural community with early roots in the
Mormon settlement of the Salt Lake Valley. The community of about 13,ooo acres and 30,000
residents is rapidly changing, however. Its population has doubled every decade since the 196os,
which it is expected to do again by the 2010 census.5 8
Clean up on Kennecott's 4,200 acre South Jordan parcel, which once hosted evaporation
ponds that had contaminated about one quarter of the site's soil with elevated levels of lead and
52 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006; Wikstrom (Wikstrom Economic).
53 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
54 Jon Callender, "Re: Questions arising from our interview," email communication with author, 19 April
2006.
55 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
56 There seems to be some dispute about whether "oquirrh" is derived from the language of the Paiute or
the Goshute Indians (or perhaps both).
57 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
58 Horst (South Jordan).
arsenic, had been completed. Most of the parcel hosted agricultural uses.59 The site seemed to
have the greatest potential for development, however: its cleanup had been relatively minor,
and Kennecott had long maintained a good relationship with the city, which was home to many
Kennecott employees.60 For its part, South Jordan considers itself to be a friendly environment
for developers. Rather than simply being interested in "extortion," as it perceives many other
communities to be, South Jordan views developers as partners and therefore lets "common
sense rule the day" regarding planning and development decisions, rather than just the
regulations on paper.61 Other likely reasons the development team focused on the South Jordan
parcel include the facts that, unlike many other parts of Kennecott's buffer land, would not be
as impacted by ongoing mining activity,62 and critical transportation infrastructure was either in
place or would come through in the medium term, including the completed arterial Bonneville
Highway, and the proposed Mountain View highway and TRAX South Jordan spur.
In 1994-1995, Glatting Jackson, based in Orlando, Florida, started to put together
development schema, which Karen Wikstrom, principal of local firm Wikstrom Economic and
Planning, further informed with economic analysis and financial feasibility.63 Acknowledging
the enormous scale of the analysis, Wikstrom nevertheless found, and was convinced, that the
numbers were positive: her cash flow analysis was clearly demonstrating a positive net present
value for the option of developing the land.64
Callender names two concurrent processes as instrumental in allowing the subsequent,
detailed planning process for Daybreak to move beyond the early dialogue. Both involved
expanding the collaboration that had so far guided the project, thereby beginning a transition
from a tiger team-like effort, to one that gave more importance to a broader community's
role. First, the work of Envision Utah in the late 1990s helped inspire many of the innovative
ideas that Daybreak would attempt.65 Envision Utah is an initiative of the non-profit, non-
partisan Coalition for Utah's Future that aims to craft a vision to "protect Utah's environment,
economic strength, and quality of life for generations to come."66 Arising out of an increasing
concern within the Coalition about growth in the mid-199os, Envision Utah engaged in years
of research, workshops, and focus groups to manage a dialogue and outline strategies for
achieving development that would make the Salt Lake Valley a place where people will want to
live, and, therefore, where business will want to be located.67 It therefore served as an important
59 Stephen Speckman, "Kennecott, EPA excited about planned Sunrise community," Deseret Morning
News, 21 March 2001, A13.
60o Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
61 Horst (South Jordan).
62 Schindler (South Jordan).
63 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006; Wikstrom (Wikstrom Economic).
64 Wikstrom (Wikstrom Economic).
65 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
66 Envision Utah, "Introduction to Envision Utah," http://www.envisionutah.org/introduction.phtml
(18 May 2006).
67 Envision Utah, "History of Envision Utah," 4.
public space in which innovative ideas could be freely debated and shaped. In important ways,
Envisions Utah's process somewhat resembles that of an open source community, in which
self-selected citizens, divided into a "core" and a "periphery" take part in complex problem
solving. With no legal or policymaking authority, Envision Utah has brought together important
collaboration among a wide variety of interests in the state, including many of the state's most
prominent political, civic, religious, and business leaders. It has therefore become an important
and influential voice in Utah's ongoing discussion about its growth.
Callender attended an early public meeting sponsored by Envision Utah and found
that many of his emerging goals coincided with what was emerging in that public process. He
noted, however, that Envision Utah's planning process had neglected to analyze Kennecott's
land. This began an important informal relationship between the two organizations that has had
key impacts on the resulting development of Daybreak, as well as on the face of the Salt Lake
Valley's regional plan.6 8 More importantly, Envision Utah also laid the groundwork for the type
of development that Kennecott would pursue. In an area in which any type of control, whether
from the government or otherwise, on the use of private property is immediately viewed with
deep skepticism, the suggestions that resulted from Envision Utah's workshops made some
Utahns uneasy. Some groups argued that Envision Utah's work was "anti-family," as it seemed
to recommend greater density, and therefore less room for Utah's historically large families. 69 As
residents increasingly felt pressures from growth and Envision Utah continued its educational
campaign, however, the early resistance to the regional planning effort faded, opening the
door to many of the innovations that Daybreak would incorporate. 70 Envision Utah therefore
became a member of a community in support of the innovative development that Kennecott
would pursue on its land. Having initiated a larger interpretation process with Utah leaders and
citizens, Envision Utah helped contribute to Daybreak's open, collaborative process, as well.
The second process that pushed Daybreak beyond initial conversation, and toward
more significant project status, was the slow and uphill process of convincing Rio Tinto to take
the idea seriously. Callender recognized that Kennecott's situation opened up the possibility of
developing the land in a manner quite different from the typical pattern in Salt Lake, as well as
the rest of the country. He recognized an opportunity to do something better, more sustainable,
than any existing development and, even as he argued the reliability of the project's projected
numbers, he began persuading others to follow his vision.71
Rio Tinto was a mining company, however, with over a century of experience and
success in mining minerals; convincing it to break from its core competencies and embark on
a cutting edge real estate project was a gamble. The late 1990s were a time of change for the
mining industry, however, as it realized that it would need significant access to the developing
68 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006; Matheson (Envision Utah).
69 Wikstrom (Wikstrom Economic).
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world in order to continue meeting the world's demand for minerals. At the same time, the
dramatic democratization of information resulting from electronic communication, especially
the Internet, meant that mining companies could not operate as they sometimes had in the
past to ensure access to mineral deposits around the globe. Where political influence (achieved
in all manner of ways) had afforded access in the past, in an era of instant communication and
rapid collective mobilization, maintaining a solid reputation as a "good corporate citizen" would
likely be a sounder business development model. Callender recognized this change in corporate
thinking under Sir Robert Wilson, Rio Tinto's chief executive during most of the 199os. As
the global mining company embraced "sustainable development" as a principal corporate
philosophy, Callender saw that this potentially broadened Rio Tinto's realm of potential goals,
and would therefore be an ideal rubric by which to promote the land development plans.72
In fact, he was able to secure about $2 million in direct funding for planning in the late
1990s, as well as something of a carte blanche to continue to fund the development's planning.
Callender suspects, however, that Rio Tinto continued to view his plans with some skepticism. 7
He had submitted of a series of white papers for review by technical and financial personnel in
London, but the corporation had made no real commitment to the project.74 The breakthrough
came in January 2001, however, when Rio Tinto's new chief executive, Leigh Clifford, came to
Utah to visit Kennecott's mining operations, and added to his itinerary a review of the advancing
land development plans.7s As part of his analysis, Clifford toured by helicopter Kennecott's
vast property in the Salt Lake Valley and Oquirrh Mountains. According to Callender, this
was likely the first time Clifford had ever looked at land in terms of real estate development,
rather than mining, and that the chief executive seemed very skeptical. This was to be a hard
sell. At one point, however, the helicopter landed in a large valley in the Oquirrh Mountains so
the passengers could stretch their feet and take in the landscape. Responding to the stunning
beauty of the winter alpine environment, an impressed Clifford asked the party: "Who owns
this?" Sensing a pivotal moment, Callender responded: "Everything you see is owned by you."
Underneath the mountain peaks, overlooking the vast Salt Lake Valley in the distance, Callender
sensed that for Clifford, "something clicked." Discussion from that point focused on the project's
possibilities;76 the interpretive dialogue around the project had begun in earnest.
Callender's "skunk works" overcame a second major obstacle for the project to move
forward several months later in an episode that further reveals the productive dialogue that
was beginning to shape the innovation. London sent a senior financial analyst to Salt Lake
City to review the pro forma numbers associated with Daybreak. He was tasked to make
a recommendation to the company's executives. He traveled directly from the airport to
the trailer office where those working on the development had been located and began to
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review Wikstrom's numbers. After reviewing the sheets for some time, the analyst eventually
announced that the sheets "didn't make sense" to him - having spent a career in mining
financials, rather than real estate - and said that he would review them overnight. The next
morning, he arrived with an adapted financial model for the development of Daybreak.
In addition to complying with a model that would work for Rio Tinto, the analyst further
announced that his work suggested "good news" for Rio Tinto: the project appeared financially
viable.77 There followed approximately one year of subsequent extensive auditing of the
financials by Pricewaterhouse Coopers accountants, 78 but Callender notes that this original
recommendation was the truly critical win for the project. Once the numbers had convinced
the analyst that the project was viable, he became engaged. Callender had communicated the
possibilities inherent in the idea, and the analyst had made it work for Rio Tinto. Importantly,
also, the businessman had influence over his "hardnosed" colleagues in ways a "romantic" like
Jon Callender did not.79 Again, after engaging in perhaps awkward initial interpretive dialogue,
the parties began speaking the same language. Not only was the innovative project beginning to
take shape, it was also gaining an important community of support.
Kennecott itself cites three basic reasons - all arising from the early discussions - for
pursuing a path of innovation in the development of their property. First, Rio Tinto had made
a significant corporate commitment to sustainability, with environmental responsibility
representing an important element of Rio Tinto's corporate philosophy.8 " Second, Rio Tinto
hopes to receive potential political and social benefits from the innovative development of its
land in the Salt Lake Valley. The new developments, starting with what is now Daybreak, will
become showcases for Rio Tinto's commitment to sustainability and environmental stewardship.
As the company hopes to secure important mineral deposits around the world, it hopes to be
able to point to the Kennecott land as an example of where they have mined the land, and then
returned it back to the community in a superior manner.8' Third, and likely foremost, was the
economic reason: Rio Tinto believed, and continues to believe, that it will make higher returns
by developing in a different way. Rather than simply selling the land to more experienced
developers or sticking with more tried and true development methods, Kennecott is seeking
entrepreneurial profits through its commitment to innovation,8 2 and recognizes that its unique
collaborative, open-ended process will help them succeed.
Moving Forward, Expanding the Community of Innovation
Callender recognized that in order to maintain and bolster Rio Tinto's support, the
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project's ability to quickly derive value would necessarily be a primary priority. The project
team had begun discussing the project with the City of South Jordan in early 2000. Converting
Kennecott's 4,126 acres within city limits, which were zoned agricultural, into entitled,
developable property would substantially increase the property's value, and demonstrate to
Rio Tinto the continued potential of its new undertaking.8 3 The choice of how to approach the
matter, which would have huge consequences on the future of the small community, or even of
whether to work with the city, was not always clear. In early discussions, Callender expressed the
view that he thought it unlikely that the city would be supportive of the innovative development
then in the early planning stages, and favored de-annexation from the city. Wikstrom convinced
him, however, to at least give the process a try. She feared that de-annexation could result in
exceedingly ugly and costly legal disputes, and had some hope that the city could be a productive
partner.8
There seemed to be less debate about the strategy for introducing and carrying on the
discussion with South Jordan. According to Wikstrom, the format for beginning the dialogue
was essentially to "just go in and talk ... nothing slick."8s Callender credits both Wikstrom and
the late Jack Glatting for starting the discussion on solid footing. Prior to their first meeting
with the city manager, Glatting, in his "laid back, Floridian" manner, had spoken on an informal
basis to a number of different South Jordan officials and residents. The development team
therefore had a good idea of the issues and attitudes that were shaping the community, and
when they began the meeting with the statement, "We've got a crazy idea, and would like to
talk to you about it," the city was truly surprised, and pleased. Never had an encounter with
Kennecott - which had in the past operated as one might expect a huge mining company to act
- proceeded in this manner. Callender, Glatting, and Wikstrom further asked the city officials
to describe what they wanted to see in their community's future. These early conversations,
closely resembling those that Lester and Piore describe as integral to the interpretation process,
therefore helped cement what was to become a long-term public-private partnership. Callender
characterizes the early process of one of "community building" - both literally, and in terms
of a community of partners engaged in the innovative project 86 Wikstrom echoes this view,
describing their approach as one of convincing the city of Kennecott's deep commitment to the
project, and to invite them "to be a part of something special.... a partner in a project that would
change how people live in Utah."87
In fact, South Jordan had already begun thinking about the significant property on its
western edge. In 1998, around the same time Kennecott was developing its early vision for the
buffer land, the city began a planning process for the Kennecott parcel, an area which, as mining
83 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
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land, had never come under community master planning efforts before.88 The city authorized a
ten member citizen's Long Range Planning Committee, with Greg Schindler as staff liaison, to
craft the city's preferred plan for the land. The committee was on the verge of submitting its plan
when Kennecott first approached the city and shared its initial ideas. According to Schindler, the
two plans incorporated similar ideas - such as a focus of commercial and industrial uses along
a proposed Mountain View Corridor highway - but that the rough Kennecott plan was more
innovative, primarily regarding its neo-traditional emphasis.8 9
Kennecott's plans generated "a lot of excitement" among city officials. The city planning
staff became an important advocate for the project to elected officials,90 who in turn were
pleased with the development's proposed amenities and revenues it was expected to generate.
91 Some of the development's abutters and their representatives expressed concern about
increased traffic and nuisance issues arising from construction. Other residents lamented the
continued loss of the community's rural character, but city officials characterize public and
citizen opposition to the proposed development as very mild.92 Said Steve Noble, South Jordan
Deputy City Manager, "Overall, I'd say the [Daybreak] concept has been accepted. We haven't
really had a battle over it."93
Both city and developer credit their emphasis on open communication, and the
reciprocal trust it has fostered, for their friendly relationship and productive partnership.
Officials and staff members from the two parties met very frequently - Callender described the
process as "an awful lot of trust building"94 - to discuss new thinking and developments in the
process. Kennecott also accompanied city officials to developments it saw as models for what
it hoped to build, helping the policymakers envision the plan and see that the innovative ideas
could work.95 These early communications played the very important role of allowing the city
to concurrently plan for its future. South Jordan hired a new city manager and assistant city
manager, for example, around the beginning of the planning process, a move Wikstrom sees
as a direct response to the development's foreseen impact on the city.96 Wikstrom also helped
arrange for Kennecott to pay a special, significant fee to the city at the beginning of the process.
According to her, rather than serve as an influencing agent, which would have been unnecessary
considering the city's early enthusiasm for the project, the unspecified amount of funding was
meant to help the city acquire the resources it needed to deal with the development, which
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would eventually more than double the city's population.97 Kennecott saw that productive
participation by the city would require that it have sufficient capacity to acquire the needed
competencies.
The partnership's major effort in bringing the innovative development to life was the
drafting of a new zoning designation for the Kennecott parcel, which began in June 2000. The
legislation likely acted as an important "boundary object" for the interpretive process, as well
as an important first stage of the more practical analysis that was needed.98 Besides allowing
significantly greater density and planning innovations than the general zoning ordinance
would allow, both South Jordan and Kennecott recognized that the zoning would necessarily
address a basic tension: to provide flexibility during the long term development process even
as it protected the city's interests and allowed it to plan for the future. Kennecott needed the
zoning ordinance to provide flexibility to be able to adapt the plan to changing market or other
conditions. The zoning also had to "secure their entitlement," providing significant value for the
landowners, with sufficient security from general changes to the city code.99 The city, through
the zoning process, wanted to know the numbers of new homes and businesses that it would be
dealing with in order to plan future infrastructure.100
Wikstrom, with the assistance of law firm O'Melveny and Myers' Newport Beach,
California office, was the principal author of the city's new zoning. In frequent meetings, she
negotiated the meaning and substance of nearly every clause with South Jordan planning
director Clark Labrum. The tension between structure and flexibility defined the debate. For
example, keeping her client's needs in mind, Wikstrom resisted including language that would
dictate even rough numbers of houses, commercial square footage, etc., for the development.
Regarding the city's need for this information in order to budget and plan the necessary
infrastructure, she argued that, to a certain extent, they "were just going to have to let that go."
Kennecott could not accept the risk associated with being tied to an inflexible development
structure; the city's decision to grant this flexibility therefore represented the city's decision to
share with Kennecott some of the risk associated with the complicated, long-term, and large-
scale plan. The developer and city did come to agree on maximum limits for the development
through an accompanying development agreement, which are widely considered very
generous.10' The new zoning also provides the security that Kennecott sought for its entitlement.
It is "stand-alone" legislation, containing no important references to other parts of the city code
that could be subject to amendment. Rather, it is tied to and protected by the development
agreement between developer and city that truly acts as the governing agent for the partnership
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through and beyond the development process.10 2 Wikstrom and planning director Clark Labrum
and their staffs completed the zoning document by December 2000 (the important, private
development agreement took longer: it was not complete until March 2003).103 The exchange
demonstrates the importance of the early trust-building conversation. South Jordan believed
that its private partner was committed to the process and, because it also desired similar goals,
was willing to help Kennecott manage its significant risk by offering them greater flexibility and
entitlement.
The resulting new "planned community" (P-C) zone, at a minimum parcel size of 500
acres, was meant to only apply to the Kennecott parcel. Its stated intention is to promote:
High quality, innovative and creative development that includes a mixture of uses,
heights and setbacks, varying densities and lot sizes and sufficient diversity of housing
types to meet the full life cycle of housing needs of city residents.1o4
It is exceptionally flexible zoning, having virtually no limits on permitted uses or density. The
section on "Permitted Uses," for example, simply outlines a short list of broadly defined uses,
from "residential uses of all types on a range of lot sizes" to "industrial and manufacturing
uses," with a complete range of uses of different intensities, as well.1os Unlike many other
zoning ordinances that allow for mixed use development, but which also often create complex,
additional approval requirements, South Jordan's P-C zone is highly favorable to mixed use
development.1o 6 In addition to stating "a mixture of uses" as a principle purpose of the P-C
designation, the list of permitted uses also includes the following: "Mix of permitted uses
(including, without limitation, office/commercial, office/residential, retail/residential) within
individual structures."107 To the developers, form and massing were to be much more important
to regulate than use, but even these would largely be governed in the parallel, private master
development agreement. The zoning does outline five innovative "land use designations," which
specify degree of intensity rather than actual use (see Table 1 for details).1os
What the zoning does in important detail, however, is outline a process by which the city
and developer work together to plan and approve the resulting planned community. It encodes
a collaborative process, therefore officially suggesting the importance of this collaboration in
pursuing innovation. The process would necessarily involve extensive discussion between city
and developer, and would ultimately require city approval for the process to move forward
at several stages. Both parties would be able to influence the course of development, and also
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Land Use Description
Neighborhood: This category is designed for comparatively low density mixed use development
that emphasizes residential (single- and multi-family) use, but also includes office,
commercial, industrial, public/semipublic and recreationlopen space uses. This
category may accommodate gross residential density of five (5) units per acre. The
aggregate building floor area of all nonresidential uses may not exceed sixty (60)
square feet per dwelling unit.
Village: This category is designed for medium density mixed use development that includes
residential (single- and multi-family), office, commercial, industrial, public/semipublic
and recreation/open spaces uses, without a predetermined emphasis on any single
use. This category may accommodate gross residential density of eighteen (18)
units per acres. The aggregate building floor area of all buildings in a village may not
exceed forty five percent (45%) of the total land area in the village.
Town: I his category is designed for high density mixed use development that emphasizes
office, commercial and recreational uses, but also includes residential (single and
multi-family), public/semipublic, industrial and open space uses. This category
may accommodate gross residential density of twenty five (25) units per acre. The
aggregate building floor area of all buildings in a town may not exceed one hundred
twenty five percent (125%) of the total land area in the town.
Business and I his category is designed to accommodate (but not require) a mixture of all uses:
Research residential (single- and multi-family), office, commercial, industrial, recreational and
Parkway: public/semipublic uses. The principal land use in this category should be office,
commercial and industrial. The aggregate floor area of all buildings in a business and
research parkway may not exceed fifty percent (50%) of the total land area in the
business and research parkway and the total floor area of all residential uses may not
exceed ten percent (10%) of the aggregate building floor area in the business and
research parkway.
Open Space: Landscaped or natural area or farmland which is established to provide and preserve
outdoor recreational, agricultural or other similar uses.
Table 1: From South Jordan City Code, 17.72.o2o, "Land Use Designations"
maintain veto power over the proposed outcomes: the city, by having the power to approve or
disapprove the project's process; the developer, by having the de facto right to not develop. The
process therefore ties the parties to a process that helps them work out development proposals
that they can both support.
Table 2 outlines the basic stages, but four important aspects of the process deserve
highlighting as they directly relate to the fostering of innovation. First, the process vests the
landowner's entitlement from the very beginning, thus accomplishing Kennecott's early goal
and providing an important incentive to the developer to move forward, despite ongoing risk
and uncertainty. These maximum numbers also give the city a framework by which to plan for
the development's impacts. Second, the process designates "at least two" stages whereby the
developer and city negotiate design guidelines, providing the city potentially greater influence
on development than it would otherwise exert through zoning and other land use controls.
The public sector therefore potentially becomes a more important partner in the process of
Approval Step Scale (Area Covered What is Described in Plan Approval Level
By Application)
P-C zone and Total land area to be Land area to be rezoned with Planning commission
plan rezoned P-C. land use table outlining number of and city council
residential units and square feet of
nonresidential development.
Community Any portion of project Major systems for the larger Staff
structure plan that has a common development such as major
street system, open roadways, open space networks,
space system or other general location of villages, towns,
infrastructure system. neighborhoods and business and
research parkways.
Master Multiple phases of Similar to requirements of preliminary Planning commission
subdivision development. May, plat, but with less detail. Show major and city council
but is not required to, development parcel locations, open
include entire P-C zone. space system, major infrastructure
associated with roadways.
Project plan/ Single phase of All requirements of preliminary plat Staff
preliminary development. and many requirements of site plan
subdivision plat review and condominium map review
processes, if applicable.
Final plat Phase or parts thereof. Final plat, site plan and condominium Planning commission
approval map requirements. and city council
Table 2: From South Jordan City Code, 17.72.070, "Planning and Approval Process for P-C Zone"
development. 1'9 Third, the planning and approval process alternates between different levels
of official approval, from the planning commission and city council to planning staff, and back.
This rotation of approval helps assure that both professional and elected city officials participate
and are partners to the effort: it further serves to expand the community of support for the
innovation. Fourth, it is important to reiterate the planning and approval process' role as a
forum for discussion: it is through these discussions that both parties come to understand each
others' interests, and that a community forms around the innovation. Both parties understood
that the development project would contribute toward both of their interests, and they relied on
the "community of trust" in which both parties could discuss their interests freely, and in which
they could work through inevitable disagreements. Callender emphasizes that the entitlement
and flexibility that South Jordan offered Kennecott to develop its land was a result of the
relationship of trust that had been painstakingly built.11o
Balancing Interpretation and Analysis
lo9 See S. Jordan Code, 17.72.070.
11o Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
By 2001, Kennecott, with the blessing and financial commitment of its mother company,
Rio Tinto, had therefore decided to develop the land with two broad governing goals: first,
to make significant money through the project; second, to develop the land in an innovative,
sustainable way. As Rio Tinto embraced the idea of developing the land, however, the project
went through the important, and difficult, transition from being a relatively loose, open-ended
research project in the lo-person (and only one actual employee) "skunk works," to becoming a
major financial investment by the second largest mining company in the world. The "crazy idea"
that had originated out of questions relating to the environmental remediation of the spoiled
mining lands was to become concrete.
In addition to establishing the entitlement and legal framework, the Sunrise Project was
focusing its vision of the form the innovative, sustainable development would take. This focusing
necessarily resembles the narrowing of the development funnel that Wheelwright and Clark
describe, and involves the problem-solving analysis necessary to bring ideas to implementation.
As Lester and Piore note, however, interpretation does not end when analysis begins, and
this concurrence is evident in the Daybreak process, as well, largely by the tensions that have
surfaced. Callender's informal partnership with Envision Utah was certainly influential in
shaping the patterns of development. In addition to concretizing their interest in a transit-
oriented, walkable, community-centered approach to developing the land, Envision Utah
also introduced Kennecott to Peter Calthorpe. Calthorpe, an architect, planner, author, and
cofounder of the Congress for the New Urbanism, had been working as one of Envision Utah's
principal consultants. Callender mentions that he had read Calthorpe's work and generally
agreed with his focus on sustainable, transit-oriented development. His desire to integrate
Kennecott's work planning the west bench with the regional planning activities of Envision Utah
further made hiring Calthorpe Associates as the project's master planner a logical choice.",
Hiring Calthorpe further assisted Kennecott in drafting the development's "story."
This narrative account of what the development would become (and which would also serve
as the core of its eventual marketing campaign) provided important focus for the planning
and development community. The initial goal of sustainability continued to play an important
role in the story, but Calthorpe's philosophy and work experience enhanced and gave specific
meaning to Kennecott's previous vision. The broad goal of sustainability therefore lost some its
abstractness, and could be envisioned in actual community design and physical features, such as
transit oriented development, housing diversity, and a mixture of uses.112
Rio Tinto was also showing increasing corporate commitment to the project, having
committed over $2 million dollars to site analysis and schematic design work, but up until 2001
it was still unclear whether it would develop the land itself or sell the entitled property to those
in the business of land development. Rio Tinto framed this question as primarily one of returns:
111 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
112 For a concise statement of Peter Calthorpe's philosophy see Calthorpe Associates, "The Firm," http://
www.calthorpe.com/Firm.html, (18 May 2006).
the chosen alternative would be that which was predicted to bring the highest return on the
investment." 3Suggesting that a mining company could do a better job of developing the land
than an experienced developer, Kennecott Land (originally Kennecott Development Company)
formed as a new Rio Tinto subsidiary on 2 April 200.114 In the end, the corporate leadership
decided that they wanted direct control of the important project. Peter McMahon, who had held
a senior management position at a Rio Tinto subsidiary in Australia, arrived in Salt Lake City at
this time to become Kennecott Land's first executive director. The new company reports directly
to Rio Tinto in London, and has grown rapidly to meet the demands of planning Daybreak and
the remainder of Kennecott Utah Copper's land holdings. The question of returns continues to
determine the existence of Kennecott Land: the subsidiary is keenly aware that it would be shut
down if financial analysis suggested it would be more profitable to simply sell the remaining
land to developers."l •
The incorporation of Kennecott Land represented a new stage in the analysis efforts of
the project, and in the developer-city relationship. With an initial investment of $50 million,
Rio Tinto was officially in the business of real estate development."6 As it had with the expensive
environmental remediation process, Rio Tinto would fund the development of Daybreak out
of its operating profits. No banks or loans were involved in the development of this massive
project, but, as Callender notes, "the bank of Rio Tinto is as tough as anyone else."" As the chief
of his division, Peter McMahon is therefore required to travel to London on a regular basis to
report on the project's progress and continue to justify Rio Tinto's investment."8 This financing
arrangement represents a significant difference from most other real estate investments.
The nature of the project necessarily changed as Kennecott Land took over the process
directly. What had essentially been an R&D project in the "skunk works" was now moving
toward implementation; the time for exploration and dialogue was somewhat being replaced
by hard analysis and implementation, and, as always, this was a difficult process. 19 Further,
the professional counsel hired to guide Kennecott Land through the actual process of land
development necessarily viewed the project within their own frame of reference. For example,
one of the project's advisors, whose background had been with the Irvine Company, suggested
that the project's commercial center would need to be located near a freeway. The previous
plans had located the project's dense commercial uses near the center of Daybreak, to which
the regional light rail system would also connect. With the proposed Mountain View Corridor
freeway eventually planned to travel along the west side of the property, however, the consultant
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advised Kennecott to move the planned center to the west.120
This new scheme created several additional problems, however, underscoring the great
potential for tension as the planning begins to close the interpretive dialogue's open ends. For
example, it required the removal of some of the site's only contaminated soil. One of the reasons
the early team had placed the commercial development in its original site was because this type
of use would be appropriate on the mildly contaminated soil, while residential and recreational
uses would not. The consultant's subsequent suggestion was to use the resulting hole to build an
85-acre lake - now known as Oquirrh Lake - which would also serve as an attractive and unique
feature of the development. Callender recognized, however, that besides its great (and, in his
view, unnecessary) expense, building a lake in the arid, sandy-bottomed Salt Lake Valley would
significantly undermine the development's claim to sustainability. The development currently
justifies the lake's drain on the region's water resources by claiming that it uses no more water
than an average golf course.12' Finally, pushing the commercial center of the development
toward the west essentially pushed the development of the commercial component back in time,
as well. The western edge of Daybreak is currently unoccupied land, and will likely remain in
this state until the freeway - which is subject to the decisions of lawmakers - is built at a distant
future date. Callender argues that, if the dense commercial center had been left in place, it likely
would have attracted commercial uses to the area much sooner, which would have been very
important to the city of South Jordan (as discussed in further detail below). Further, for the cost
of removing the contaminated soil and building a lake in the sand, Kennecott could perhaps
have been able to extend the Valley's light rail service to Daybreak in the near term, which would
have given the development much greater claim to innovation. Callender fought against the
proposed changes quite "vociferously," but in the end he was outvoted.122 Again, this episode
illustrates some of the potential pitfalls as a project moves down the development funnel.
A greater mistake of the real estate professionals, according to Callender, was their lack
of understanding of the importance of Kennecott's previous community building exercises. In
other words, those who played on increasingly dominant role in the analysis stage seemed to
discount the importance of what had occurred earlier. The consultants, as well as a new team
of attorneys from O'Melveny and Myers, viewed the open and flexible planning process that
Kennecott had managed to negotiate with the city as a huge opportunity. Callender describes
the new team's rationale as one of following the negotiation maxim to "leave no money on the
table." They therefore sought to establish a contractual relationship with the city that would
leave Kennecott with enormous entitlement and great flexibility, while perhaps not offering
the city as much in return. Callender, however, from his experience working through extremely
sensitive environmental remediation processes, had the explicit intention to deliberately "leave
money on the table," because this excess "capital" would serve to build the community required
120 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
121 Doug Smeath, "Big Lake is Big Feat," Deseret Morning News, 2 November 2005.
122 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
to pursue the innovation.123
The changing of the project's name in April 2003 encapsulated many of the issues that
were occurring in the transition.12 4 As noted above, the original name of the project, "Sunrise,"
had deep significance to the project's early participants. Taken from the Native American
name of the dominant local geography, "Sunrise" also symbolized the project's purpose, "a
new enlightening," or a new way of living and planning in the Salt Lake Valley.125 The project's
consultants sought something more marketable, if less meaningful to the early community;
Peter McMahon explained: "Sunrise is a great name, but it's not a name unique to Utah.
Daybreak is a fresh name, and we think it will become synonymous with quality development."126
The resulting name, "Daybreak," however, still retains much of the original name's meaning,
just as much of the project's original intentions remain intact, perhaps despite the well-meaning
interference of real estate professionals.127 The resulting change in focus, from community
building to real estate development (or from interpretation to analysis), was inevitable, but there
is no question that both the developer and city have felt its consequences.128
In the Ground, In the Trenches
Kennecott's official groundbreaking ceremony for Daybreak took place on 5 April
2004,129 about one year and a half after the original expected date.130 The event's keynote
speaker was Utah Governor Olene Walker, who joined South Jordan officials and growth
management advocates in lauding the aims of the new development. In demonstration of the
progress Envision Utah had made since it first began the public dialogue about growth in the
Salt Lake Valley, the Republican Governor Walker stated that Daybreak "should be a model for
all communities in Utah."'31 McMahon also announced the first phase's seven homebuilders, and
outlined the various innovations in Daybreak's homes and neighborhoods.132 The visitor center
and model homes would open the following June 18, with Daybreak's first residents moving in
by the end of the year.133 The initial phase of Daybreak's Village I included 300 homes.134 Home
123 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
124 Karyn Hsaio, "'Daybreak' Dawns at 'Sunrise'; Community: Developer Kennecott Land Has Renamed
the Planned 4,20oo-acre Addition to South Jordan," Salt Lake Tribune, 30 April 2003, C8.
125 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
126 Hsaio, C8.
127 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
128 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006; see below for more information.
129 Lucinda Dillon Kinkead, "A Walkable Community Unfolds," Deseret Morning News, 6 April 2004.
130 Baird, "South Jordan, Utah, Development Project is Delayed," 2002.
131 Kinkead, 6 April 2004.
132 Joe Baird, "South Jordan Development Now Open For Business; Daybreak to Include 13,000
Homes," Salt Lake Tribune, 6 April 2004, El.
133 Kort Utley, "Strong Start for Kennecott Land's Daybreak," Kennecott Land Press Release, 2 August
2004.
134 Author unknown, "Daybreak Development Begins its First Phase," Deseret Morning News, 18 June
2004.
sales picked up quickly, with sales reaching 40 per week in the summer of 2005.135 By October
2005, 743 homes (with about half of those still under construction) in Village I had been sold,
out of a total 1,055 homes.136
Daybreak's first phase has therefore proceeded largely according to the developer's
expectations, and according to the understandings that were crafted over several years of
negotiation between South Jordan and Kennecott Land. An important exception, however,
is Daybreak's commercial component, which has become a significant source of contention
for the city and developer. Tensions perhaps similar to those that had surfaced within
Kennecott as it began to narrow its focus also came to affect the public-private partnership.
The first commercial buildings in Daybreak will begin construction in the spring of 2006, with
completion scheduled for 2007, nearly three years after completion of the development's first
homes.13 7 For South Jordan, this comes far too late. In response, South Jordan approved in
2005 the development of over one million square feet of retail space on the eastern border
of Daybreak, just across Bonneville Highway. Development of the loo-acre "big-box" mall,
which will be anchored by a Target store and an outdoor retailer, required a rezoning of the
parcel, which City Manager Horst contended was necessary for the fiscal stability of the city. He
contends that, to date, Daybreak has represented a net loss for city revenues. As competition
with neighboring cities for revenue-driving commercial development is intense, in order to
maintain services, the city was required to urgently develop commercial space.'38
Kennecott Land viewed the rezoning and approval of the major retail development
as a betrayal. It filed a lawsuit alleging a breach of their development agreement regarding a
residential component of the adjacent development,139 but all parties involved suggest that
the dispute was essentially about the commercial uses.140 Kennecott later rescinded the suit;
according to the city, this was because Kennecott's position was weak,141 though it likely also
reflects a desire not to let the relationship slip even further. While acknowledging that attracting
commercial development is often not as simple as bringing in residential - "it's a chicken and
egg kind of thing"- Kennecott argues that Daybreak is still committed to developing significant
commercial space, as evidenced by construction of the first village center. It views the city's
action, however, as sabotaging their efforts by allowing significant competition for consumers
much too near Daybreak's proposed commercial space.142 The city responds by saying that "a
135 Paul Foy, "Mega-Suburb Takes Shape in Utah," CNN Online, 7 April 2006, http://www.cnn.
com/2006 /US/o4/o7/new.town.ap/index.htm, (11 April 2006).
136 Author unknown, "Portfolio: Daybreak," Land Development 18, no. 4 (fall 2005).
137 Rasmussen and others (Kennecott); Kennecott Land, "The Next Village," http://daybreakutah.com/
villagetwo.htm (18 May 2006).
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bird in the hand is worth two in the bush," and even argues that the mall development, which is
now under construction, is helping Daybreak sell homes. 143
The increasing focus on matters of analysis and implementation likely affected the
parties to the detriment of the relationship they had crafted during their earlier dialogue, at least
temporarily. Regarding the process of innovation, Jon Callender commented that there is a "big
difference between selling possibilities and developing possibilities." The first instance is driven
by communicating a vision to others, thereby encouraging them to become part of a community
dedicated to an innovation. The process therefore appeals to the emotions. Actually "developing
possibilities" is necessarily much more complicated and analytical: "it involves lawyers," and
other potentially unpleasant activities.144 The beginning stages of Daybreak therefore focused on
building a community around the innovative idea, which strengthened relationships between
the developer and the city because of the excitement that comes from involvement in such a
process. As Kennecott became fully engaged in the business of real estate, the small, tight-
knit development team expanded to include real estate professionals and consultants. Even as
Kennecott recognized the positive aspects of its relative inexperience in real estate development,
it necessarily relied on its advisors for direction in the complex implementation stage. However,
not only did the advisors bring to Daybreak their "baggage" from previous development
processes, but they had no way of understanding the unique community building work that had
come before. Kennecott therefore started acting more like a traditional real estate developer. At
the same time and in a similar way, the city's work shifted from visioning to enforcement, and it
started acting more like a regulator.
Participants in the Daybreak process describe the situation as a breakdown in
communication, which could certainly be viewed as a symptom of a declining emphasis
on community building around the Daybreak idea. The implementation of the massive
development has certainly caused a strain on resources, especially for the city. Some have
suggested that South Jordan's city administration is simply outpaced by Kennecott Land's
resources. The young development company has uniquely deep pockets and has increased in
size dramatically since its founding, currently employing more than 40 people.14s South Jordan's
planning staff, though growing, continues to consist of far fewer. The building permit process is
also overwhelmed by Daybreak's success, which contributes about 90 permit applications each
month.146 This stress might therefore shed light on Horst's claim that the years of planning and
understanding have broken down because "Kennecott's too busy building homes."147
Both South Jordan and Kennecott wonder aloud if the recent conflicts are the result of
inherently divergent interests between the two parties. One Kennecott staff member portrayed
143 Horst (South Jordan).
144 Callender (Kennecott Land), 24 March 2006.
145 Based on photo of 45 employees on Kennecott's website: http://kennecottland.com/ourCompany/
team.html
146 Rasmussen and others (Kennecott).
147 Horst (South Jordan).
the difference as one of timeframe. According to the argument, Kennecott has a long-term
view for the development, while the city's view is more short-term. Kennecott is building a new
community, and eventually multiple new communities along the west bench, and in the process
is working to generate and store institutional knowledge. On the other hand, the city's principal
concern is with generating revenues as quickly as possible. "Cities are firefighters," says the
Kennecott staff member; it merely reacts to problems, rather than takes the time to proactively
establish suitable foundations for positive, long term development.'48 The city largely agrees
with the characterization. Horst describes the city's position as one in constant "catch up mode":
the city can only collect taxes after people move in, can only build amenities after it collects
taxes. His whole concern, therefore, is to figure out: "how do we keep it all afloat?"49
The fact that the developer and the city have different interests is not surprising or new,
however. The differences may certainly be a cause for conflict, but as their earlier cooperation
demonstrated, this does not necessarily have to be the case. The complex, analytical tasks
involved in implementing innovation, or "developing possibilities," as Callender describes it,
certainly provide additional cause for strain on the original innovation community as both
parties deal directly with the tasks at hand and seem to fall back into their traditional roles. It is
likely, however, that the innovation can continue serve as a catalyst for community. Both parties
acknowledge, for example, the significant successes they have achieved in Daybreak. Kennecott
Land's sales exceed their early predictions, they are the recipients of significant attention and
market "buzz," and they continue to have Rio Tinto behind them. The City of South Jordan
has also received attention from its peers and has been able to dramatically increase its size
and revenue base. City officials also recognize the experience that they have gained having
participated in the important project, and continue to think that Daybreak will be good for the
community.150 More importantly, Kennecott recognizes that they city has been an invaluable
partner from the beginning,'1' and South Jordan recognizes that Kennecott has not veered from
the course that it agreed to, and that their disagreements are generally about relatively "minor"
matters.' 2
Managing their continued collaboration will be a critical issue for Kennecott and South
Jordan in coming months and years. Whether the breakdown in communication is a result
of a series of relatively minor infractions or of more structural issues, helping the two parties
be able to communicate once again will be critical to Daybreak's ongoing innovation and
success. The unequal distribution of talent and resources will continue to make collaboration a
difficult exercise, but as the different innovation management approaches outlined previously
suggest, there are numerous ways to deal with these tensions. Discussion at the highest level,
148 Rasmussen and others (Kennecott).
149 Horst (South Jordan).
150 Ibid.
151 Rasmussen and others (Kennecott).
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for example, between South Jordan city manager Ricky Horst and Kennecott Land executive
director Peter McMahon, seems to be bearing some fruit. A proposed solution would involve
dividing labor on both sides into two general teams; one would work on long term visioning and
overall planning, while the other would focus on day-to-day issues with the development.'53 This
solution is intriguing, as it would directly address the difficulties of maintaining the innovation
community through the remaining implementation stages by sheltering the visionary,
innovative planning from the thorny disputes that arise on the construction site.
153 Horst (South Jordan).
Looking toward the main entrance to Hidden Springs.
CHAPTER 4
HIDDEN SPRINGS, IDAHO
"It's like its own fantasy land," said Alison Streeby, 30, who lives with her husband and young
son in afour-bedroom, bright-red house. "You can come home to the view, and all the nice
people, you drive by and wave to everybody sitting on the porch. My friends are always
teasing me, You live in Pleasantville."'
Tiffany Horan, "Hidden Springs-Neighbors Build a Community," Idaho Statesman, 16 January
2000, 1E.
Historical Real Estate Development in Ada County
Unlike Utah, which is the exception, Idaho's development followed the course of many
other Western territories: as a result of the discovery of gold in the mid-nineteenth century. The
speed with which the region became populated by people of European descent is astounding,
and likely explains why the federal government felt the need to build a military outpost to
protect the exploding mining population from Native American raids. Boise began, therefore,
not as a mining boom town, but as a fort and trading center in support of the boom towns and
mining camps that were proliferating in the hills to the north and west of the Boise River. On
4 July 1863, Major Pinkney Lugenbeel sited the fort on the Boise River "where the primitive
road to the mining district met the Oregon Trail."' By 7 July, local traders and speculators had
surveyed the surrounding area and established a town, donating newly platted parcels to attract
businesses. As in countless other frontier towns, this genesis in land speculation led the town
to be laid out as a "vast grid of uniformly rectangular blocks."2 Boise's founders also lobbied
Washington to become capital of the newly formed Idaho Territory, and succeeded by the end
of 1864, an early (and closely contested) victory for the young city. Boise's population had
reached 1,700 by that time,3 and Ada County would continue to grow steadily to a population of
around 12,ooo by the turn of the century.4 Farmers homesteaded on irrigable land in the Boise
River Valley. The foothills north of Boise, the focus of our discussion, hosted sheep and cattle
ranching, as well as some small scale farming near creek beds, such as Dry Creek.5
Ada County's population grew an average of 43 percent each decade during the twentieth
century. As this sustained percentage growth involved increasingly larger numbers of people
- the population growth of 46 percent during the 1990s represented more than 95,000 people
- and as average household size decreased, the impacts of this growth have become increasingly
intense. The fastest growing parts of Ada County are former agricultural communities such as
Eagle and Meridian, which grew at rates of 233 percent and 264 percent, respectively, from
1990 to 2000.6 This growth has continued in the new century, as well. In 2005, according
the Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho, Meridian's population grew by
approximately 10,457 people, a one-year increase of 19 percent.7 Housing subdivisions are
rapidly replacing farm land, . In 2005, developers platted 9,119 new lots in Ada County, a feat
1 Reps, 494.
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
4 Richard Forstall, "Population of Counties by Decennial Census: 1900 to 1990" (U.S. Census Report), 27
March 1995, http://www.census.gov/population/cencounts /idl9oogo.txt (8 May 2006).
5 "Hidden Springs Planned Community Zoning Ordinance," Ada County, Idaho County Code, 8-21A-9-7.
6 Idaho Department of Commerce and Labor, "Historical Populations by City" (Excel spreadsheet
compiling historical U.S. Census data), http://cl.idaho.gov/Data/ historical.xls (18 May 2006).
7 Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho (COMPASS), "1990-2006 Population Estimates
by City Limit Boundaries" (Excel spreadsheet "based on building permit information"), 21 March 200oo6,
http://www.compassidaho.org/ demo/currentpopest.htm (18 May 2006).
Outside Boise, in fast-
growing Meridian, ID. The
sign reads, "This road to
be extended in the future."
(Photograph by Brad Terry)
that signifies considerable entitled horizontal expansion for years to come.8
The bulk of this development takes place in residential subdivisions of anywhere between
20 and 1,ooo units within cities and unincorporated areas of the county. The physical form and
process of this development closely follow that of typical residential development in all parts of
the country. Whereas elected officials and planners in the area formerly focused their efforts on
preserving the county's historic rural character, local and county planning now revolve around
managing the stunning growth.9
As in other areas, particularly the West, an important feature of growth in Ada County
is the overlap in jurisdiction between city and county in matters of growth management. The
county has no authority to influence municipal land use regulations, nor does it act as a regional
planning body. As approximately 600,000 acres of Ada County is unincorporated into any town
or city,10 however, the county's Office of Development Services governs a significant portion of
development that takes place. County decisions regarding growth and land use (not to mention
the decisions of different towns) may come into conflict with individual city policies. Different
positions on growth management can therefore result in undesired outcomes that are difficult to
rein in. While the separate jurisdictions are now making concerted efforts to cooperate on some
matters of regional planning - such as through the regional planning consortium, Blueprint
for Good Growth, and a transportation plan, Communities in Motion" - it has been difficult
to break out of a solely local perspective. The fast growing cities of Kuna and Meridian, for
example, are currently engaged in a showdown over the annexation of unincorporated county
8 Gerry Armstrong, Richard Cook, Peter Friedman, Carla Olson, Mark Pecchenino, and Mike Wilson,
Ada County Development Services, interview by author, written notes by author, Boise, ID, 12 January
2006.
9 Armstrong and others (Ada County).
to Mike Wilson, Planner II, Ada County Development Services, "RE: some final questions re: Hidden
Springs," email communication with author, 27 April 2006.
11 For more information, see the organizations' websites: Blueprint for Good Growth, http://www.
blueprintforgoodgrowth.com/; Communities in Motion, http://www.communitiesinmotion.org/.
land. Both cities see growth as critical to their survival, as illustrated by the response of Kuna's
mayor to the question of what it would mean to halt growth, and the potential of increased tax
revenues, in his city of about 12,000: "The answer is you are going to die because the quality
of life is not what people want who live in your community."12 The mayor is hardly alone in
referring to growth in the Boise area in such a dramatic fashion. The issue is a dominant news
topic in the area, which continues to have a complex relationship with growth and its positive
and negative impacts.
Hidden Springs, Idaho
Hidden Springs is a 1,844 acre master planned community located in the Dry Creek
Valley in the foothills north of Boise. Construction of an eventual 1,035 homes of various
prices, sizes, and types began in early 1999, and the development will enter phases six and
seven in spring 2006. At build-out, expected to arrive between 2007 and 2008,13 the county
predicts that Hidden Springs will have 2,588 residents, capturing about three percent of
Ada County's predicted growth since its groundbreaking in 1999.4 The development stands
out from its competitors in the market for Boise area homes, and not just because of its size.
First, the natural setting for Hidden Springs is truly impressive. The arid beauty of the Boise
foothills, contrasted with the green, oasis quality of Dry Creek Valley, reference iconic images
of the Mountain West. The scenery has therefore understandably inspired and shaped Hidden
Springs' course of development, which further makes it stand out in important ways. Hidden
Springs is also unapologetically neo-traditional in its attempt to recreate a mountain community
of yesteryear; the comprehensive plan, which is incorporated into the Ada County zoning
ordinance that oversees the planned community states, "the primary vision of Hidden Springs
is the creation of a rural community in the tradition of small towns spread throughout Idaho."'s
Hidden Springs reaches this aim through strict site planning and design guidelines, which
suggests their recognition that, ironically, recreating past modes of living actually requires
innovation. The zoning therefore also states that:
Hidden Springs will use innovative infrastructure technologies, resource management
techniques and financial investment strategies to create a planned community which
integrates the unique qualities of its site with responsible development and operations.'6
12 Author unknown, "Kuna, Meridian Set to Spar Over Land," Idaho Statesman, 2 March 2006.
13 J. Tyler Gilman, Real Estate Professional, Group One/Hidden Springs, telephone message in
response to emailed questions, written notes by author, 26 April 2006; Mike Wilson, echoing the original
zoning quoted 2013-2014 as the build-out date in a 27 April 2006 email. As Gilman is closer the actual
development process, his estimate is probably more reliable.
14 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-3.
15 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-1.
16 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-20.
Hidden Springs, in the Boise Foothills.
Though the statement suggests that Hidden Springs' innovations will be primarily in the
development process, a visit to the community makes clear that the product is quite novel, as
well. The planned community is innovative in a number of important ways, such as through
the influence of the principles of the New Urbanism on architecture, site planning, and
transportation; the development's active approach to addressing the environment; and the
surprising community development that has occurred in this place that is only seven years old.
As with Daybreak, these innovations are radical in terms of their demands on organizational
competencies. The development's successes, moreover, have made it a poster child for Ada
County's regional approach to growth, which has magnified Hidden Springs' influence likely
beyond what its developers intended (see Appendix 2 for Hidden Springs plans).
Innovation at Hidden Springs
As with Daybreak, a number of individual product and process innovations contribute
to the radical innovation that is evident in the Hidden Springs development as a whole. First,
the planned community claims to subscribe to the principles of New Urbanism, and therefore
innovates in a number of ways in accordance with the planning philosophy. Second, as Hidden
Springs is largely defined by its unique natural surroundings, it has set a high bar for ecological
and cultural sensitivity. Third, and perhaps most significantly, Hidden Springs has helped foster
the development of community in remarkable ways. Though the developers and their public
partners intended to build a community that is more social than the typical subdivision, the
community that resulted from their efforts surprised even them.
Neo-traditional character at Hidden Springs (opposite). The next phase of commercial/residential de-
velopment in the village area of Hidden Springs is under construction in the foreground (above).
New Urbanism at Hidden Springs
Hidden Springs' developers, unlike Daybreak's, do not hesitate to describe the
influence of New Urbanist principles on the community's design. 17 A principal consultant for
the development team described New Urbanism as being "the big thing" during the period of
time in which Hidden Springs was planned,18 and it is clear that New Urbanist ideas influenced
the development in important ways, particularly in the village neighborhood. The village
neighborhood sits near the main entrance of Hidden Springs on the western end of Dry Creek
Valley. It includes the small commercial and social center of the community, a row of rural
"main street"-style buildings fronting a green that contain the General Store and Post Office,
and that will soon be joined by a row of townhouses containing ground floor retail. The Hidden
Springs Charter School, which opened in 2001, is about one half mile down the principle
neighborhood street and serves as an important catalyst for community development. The
homes in the neighborhood generally feature vehicle access through alleyways, and therefore
front the streets with porches, or as the zoning states, "outdoor living spaces."19 As do the homes,
the streets meet relatively strict design guidelines that are designed to foster pedestrian access
and connectivity.20 The design guidelines also serve to enforce the developer's neo-traditional
vision for the community.21 In short, Hidden Springs has a greater mixture of uses, is better
oriented to the pedestrian, and makes a greater effort to foster community interactions through
design than the vast majority of real estate developments in Ada County or elsewhere.
Despite Hidden Springs' willingness to burnish its New Urbanist credentials, its
developers only followed the planning philosophy to an extent and, ironically, significantly
less than Daybreak's planners - who are more hesitant to embrace New Urbanism. Public
transit does not reach Hidden Springs, except for a small vanpool program which the developer
17 Bill Clark, Principal, Clark Development (Consultant to Hidden Springs), telephone interview by
author, written notes by author, 15 March 2oo6; Dane Ronayne, "Return of the Front Porch," Boise
Magazine, spring 2000.
18 Clark (Clark Development).
19 Ada County Code, 8-21A-5.
20 Ibid.; Clark (Clark Development).
21 Ada County Code, 8-21A-10-2; Clark (Clark Development).
helps to subsidize.22 The homes in the development, moreover, fail to come near the levels of
density that would be able to support even a bus line; according to Development Services, the
"overall net residential density" of Hidden Springs is "roughly" 3.57 units per acre, with gross
residential density at 1.05 units per acre. 23 The commercial uses within the site - intended to
help promote walking, neighborliness, and to reduce vehicle trips - are restricted under the
zoning to a maximum 50,000 square feet.24 Current commercial use in Hidden Springs is far
less, amounting to less than 1o,ooo square feet.25 It is therefore questionable whether the site
will ever be able to achieve self-sufficiency, or be "urban" in any way, as the county's planned
community policy intends.
Ecological Sensitivity
Hidden Springs' site design serves to support one of the development vision's "principle
elements:" "an emphasis on protecting and enhancing the natural environment."26 For example,
Hidden Springs' open space - which includes natural open space, agricultural land, miles of
trails, and parks - serves as both an important amenity for residents and in the development's
"Wildlife Strategy." The plan for wildlife, which is included in the zoning ordinance, addresses
site planning, open space designation, and landscaping guidelines that together serve to enhance
the environment for Boise Foothills' wildlife. 27 The large section (810 acres minimum' 8) of so-
called natural open space is deeded to the county and provides access to adjacent Bureau of
Land Management land, thus providing better rangeland for large migrating mammals such
as elk and mule deer.29 Other large mammals such as hikers and mountain bikers also benefit
from trails within the open space, which connect Hidden Springs' trails with the extensive
Boise Foothills trail system. The strategy even includes elements such as planting native, edible
22 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-25.
23 Wilson (Ada County), 27 April 2006.
24 Ada County Code, 8-21A-5.
25 My own conservative estimate.
26 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-1.
27 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-28.
28 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-20.
29 Clark (Clark Development).
Site planning at Hidden Springs has been sensitive to natural drainage patterns and wildlife corridors.
Residents have further contributed to Hidden Springs' environmental focus by sponsoring conservation
efforts.
flora and barring workers from bringing dogs to construction sites, to make Hidden Springs as
amenable a locale to native species as possible.3o Perpetual funding for open space conservation
comes from a "transfer fee" attached to every sale of land or houses at Hidden Springs. 31 Hidden
Springs residents loaned further support to Hidden Springs' goals by seeking designation as
30 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-20.
31 J. Tyler Gilman, Real Estate Professional, Group One/Hidden Springs, telephone interview by author,
written notes by author, 16 March 2oo6. Upon the transfer of property, the buyer pays a one time fee of
0.25 percent of the home value (or, if a lot is sold, five times the value of the lot times 0.25 percent) to a
fund that administers conservation projects. The fund is currently overseen by the developer, and will
eventually be turned over to the homeowner's association.
a "Community Wildlife Habitat Site" by the National Wildlife Federation.32 There are only a
handful of communities nationwide that have received this recognition, which pays tribute to
residents' efforts in creating backyard habitats by maintaining sustainable landscaping and
reducing potential hazards for wildlife. 33
As a community in the arid mountain west, water conservation is a further essential
component of Hidden Springs' commitment to the natural environment. The development
likely does not go as far as many conservation groups might support, but it has made important
commitments, such as an outline of landscaping guidelines to conserve water in the master
plan and a zoning requirement that Hidden Springs homes be covenanted to require water
conserving plumbing fixtures in perpetuity.34 The community also built an onsite sewer system
to deal with wastewater, which, when treated, then irrigates Hidden Springs' landscaping.35
Some of Hidden Springs' critics contend that its residents' dependence on the
automobile essentially negates other positive ecological features of the development. While
Hidden Springs has taken some minor steps to reduce the necessity of driving within the
community - construction of the small commercial center, development of the charter school,
accessible walking trails, and high bandwidth internet connections to every home to encourage
telecommuting36 - the community's isolation from employment centers and significant retail, as
well as its lack of access to public transportation, require that residents put significant mileage
on their cars. Idaho Smart Growth's Elaine Clegg sums up her concern: "If you're not living
and working in it, it is sprawl."37 The county, also, despite its general satisfaction with Hidden
Springs' outcome, is disappointed that it does not have a stronger live-work component, and
aims to force future planned communities to include a stronger commercial plan. 38
Developing Community
"Community" can serve as either a product innovation or a process innovation: its
development can be either a result or a driver of innovation. This dual result is certainly the
case at Hidden Springs. The way in which the development has fostered community among its
new residents is remarkable. The fact that Hidden Springs residents tend to know and spend
time with their neighbors is a principle component of the Hidden Springs sales pitch, as well as
a rather frequent topic in press coverage of the community. People view this feature as either
32 Denise Oshodi, "Hidden Springs Neighbors Turn Back Yards into Wildlife Areas," Idaho Statesman, 3
May 2005.
33 See National Wildlife Federation, "Backyard Wildlife Habitats: Community Habitats," http://www.
nwf.org/backyardwildlifehabitat/community.cfm (18 May 2006).
34 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-32.
35 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-33.
36 Gilman (Hidden Springs), 16 March 2006.
37 Craig Quintana, "Hidden Springs Homes Cluster on Flat Land, Leaving Hillsides Open," Idaho
Statesman, 10 April 2000, 5A.
38 Mike Wilson, Planner II, Ada County Development Services, site visit and interview by author,
written notes by author, Boise and Hidden Springs, ID, 12 January 2006.
positive ("like the neighborhood I grew up in") or negative ("kind of creepy"). In any case,
this feature of Hidden Springs is an important, and probably radical, innovation in real estate
development. It is a principle part of the package that homebuyers purchase in Hidden Springs,
and it is something that the developers and planners tried to foster. The zoning states:
Hidden Springs will provide Ada County and the Boise area with a model planned
community that captures the rural character and traditional town values that have
traditionally made Idaho's communities ideal environments to live in and raise a
family.39
One resident concurred: "It's like my own fantasy land. My friends are always teasing me, 'You
live in Pleasantville."'40
Creating community was Hidden Springs' planners' overriding goal, which many of the
development's features and incremental innovations directly support. The sense of community
is an important aim of the other two principal innovations at Hidden Springs that I have listed
above. The New Urbanist design features are intended to promote community development by
recreating rural small town character and community and offering a variety of housing types
with different levels of affordability.41 The principal sales person on the development team gave
the somewhat surprising response that one of Hidden Springs' most significant innovations was
its lack of ugly mail boxes lining the streets. He then outlined how this seemingly small feature
was important for establishing community, in two ways. First, the lack of mailboxes provided
the aesthetic of a "finished" community; it helped to support the illusion that homebuyers
were arriving in an established traditional community. Significant front end investment by the
developer in components such as the General Store and Post Office, and significant landscaping
with high standards of maintenance further helped newcomers feel they were arriving in an
established community. Second, the lack of mail boxes forced residents to travel to the post
office to retrieve their mail. This action increased the odds of chance encounters with neighbors,
and hence provided a greater opportunity for residents to form relationships.42 Other design
elements that were intended to foster community development included front porches and
vehicle access through alleyways, meant to further encourage the possibility that neighbors
would meet and chat. The commitment to the area's ecology further helps to build community
by establishing a community of supporters for the large scale project and attracting likeminded
individuals with similar interests to the development, who then proceed to establish a tight-knit
community.
However, virtually everyone involved with Hidden Springs acknowledges - even those
39 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-20.
4o Tiffany Horan, "Hidden Springs - Neighbors Build a Community," Idaho Statesman, 16 January
2000, 1E, 8E.
41 Richard Haughey and Seth Floyd, "Hidden Springs," in ULI Development Case Studies, ed. Leslie
Holst, (Washington, DC: Urban Land Institute, 2002).
42 Gilman (Hidden Springs), 16 March 2006.
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that admit to being less than enamored with the idea of living there - that the establishment of
"community" has far exceeded the initial intentions of the developers.43 In a sense, therefore,
the community has become a process innovation, as well, helping to further push innovation
in Hidden Springs. Developer Tyler Gilman acknowledged that the original "vision [had been]
outstripped by reality."44 Friday nights at the General Store, which the developer originally
organized as a way to foster community and sell homes, have become so popular that they are
described as "crazy," due to the large numbers of kids running around with their neighborhood
friends.45 The socializing has spilled over to Wednesday evenings, as well, when an adult-only
crowd gathers for drinks.46 A number of community events and traditions, the results of private
initiative by individual residents, have arisen in Hidden Springs' short history. One resident
hosts a casino night in which proceeds are donated to a need in the community. Residents
founded and maintain memorial gardens for the small number of Hidden Springs residents who
have passed away. A resident who works as a surgeon in Boise has even become the community's
"country doctor": for a flat fee of $15, he sees patients in his living room for a variety of ailments
- such as children needing stitches from their outdoor adventures. 47
A community farm operates more effectively and extensively than the developer
intended, with resident volunteers selling surplus organic produce in a weekly farmer's market
43 Clark (Clark Development); Gilman (Hidden Springs), 16 March 2006.
44 Gilman (Hidden Springs), 16 March 2006.
45 Clark (Clark Development).
46 Gilman (Hidden Springs), 16 March 2006.
47 Ibid.
during harvest months.48 The developers seem especially pleased that Hidden Springs is home
to people of a variety of age groups, including families with multiple generations of residents.
Hidden Springs is home to four generations of one family, and to three generations in several
others.49 Perhaps most interestingly, the community that has developed at Hidden Springs is
not always in lockstep with the actions of the developer. Hidden Springs residents - the vast
majority of which have lived there no more than four or five years - have been known to stymie
certain actions by the developer, thus helping, on some occasions, to maintain innovative
features of the development even as the developer is forced to make problem-solving business
decisions. One group successful blocked Hidden Springs from demolishing the property's
original Civil War-era ranch house. They are now working with the county to raise money to
convert the structure to a cultural and educational center.so Residents have also protested (this
time largely unsuccessfully) Hidden Springs' ongoing development, citing concerns about loss
of open space and increased traffic.s1 The Hidden Springs Charter School, planned by residents
and sponsored by the development team, has also taken on a life of its own. It is a huge draw for
potential buyers and its popularity, and lack of space to accommodate all of the demand, have
led it to become a controversial issue in the Boise area for a number of reasons.s52
As noted, not all potential buyers are as thrilled about the nature of the community at
Hidden Springs. Gilman stresses that there are residents who do not participate in the numerous
activities, but that they are not ostracized. He also notes, however, that Hidden Springs might
not be for everybody; it is not the place, for example, for somebody who "goes to work, comes
home, [and] closes the garage door."m Further, Hidden Springs has failed to attract the level of
diversity among residents that its planners had intended. The accessory units allowed in most
homes at Hidden Springs, for example, have not been used as alternative housing for single
or lower income individuals, but are typically remodeled as guest or office space.5 4 There is an
impression, at least, that Hidden Springs homes have generally been purchased by a relatively
homogeneous group of buyers: young families with children who enjoy the outdoors and who
are likely upwardly mobile.5 There is some disagreement within the extended development
team regarding whether the level of diversity matches expectations, but there is no question
about Hidden Springs' high level of sociability.
48 Ibid.
49 Ibid.
50 Ibid.
51 Clark (Clark Development).
52 See, for example, Bill Roberts, "Hidden Springs, Boise Schools to Start Merger Talks," Idaho
Statesman, 4 April 2oo6.
53 Gilman (Hidden Springs), 16 March 2006.
54 Haughey and Floyd.
55 This is my impression, basically, based on interview responses, site visits, and promotional literature.
Planning and Development of Hidden Springs
Opening the Dialogue
The Sam Grossman family had owned 1o,ooo acres in Ada County since the 1970s.
As founder of Grossman Company Properties, Grossman had earned his fortune developing
mobile home communities and strip retail in the Southwest, though he had lived for some
time in Sun Valley, Idaho. The Ada County property consisted of a commercial parcel in the
suburban city of Eagle, a Boise Foothills parcel known as the "Main Ranch," and another parcel
in the Foothills' Dry Creek Valley. Having owned the property for some time, the Grossman
family seems to have had a high personal commitment to the project. This likely led the firm
in a direction it had not hitherto pursued. Jim Grossman, the son of the company's founder,
therefore played an important role in maintaining the family's original intentions when he
joined the development team as the project began to take off. This was his first time working in
the family business, though he had been raised in the industry.56 Having grown up in the small
resort town of Ketchum, Idaho, Jim Grossman was especially concerned about environmental
and social aspects of development, and was an avid supporter of the New Urbanist aspects of
the community.57 This unique setting for the development therefore likely served to open up the
dialogue about what would be possible.
In 1994, Chuck Carlise, the company's chairman, asked Boise real estate consultant
Bill Clark to assess the development potential of the holdings. Clark completed economics and
market analysis work, and hired local firm Spatial Dynamics to perform GIS site analyses, and
EDAW's San Francisco office to examine potential land uses.58 The site analysis authorized
was extensive, with topics ranging from "Cultural Resources" and "Aspect/View/Climate,"
to "Vegetation," "Groundwater," and "Wildlife." 59 These early efforts, largely paid for before
the development was approved, however, sent important signals to the Boise environmental
community about the developers' sensitivity and good intentions, which gave the developer
an early reputation early of being "progressive."60 The planning process for Hidden Springs
therefore benefited from an initially more open process than area residents had come to expect
from the development community.
At the same time, however, the process proceeded according to a relatively traditional,
analytical model. Clark characterized the early planning process for Hidden Springs, for
example, as a series of decision steps. The first decision the consultant team made was to
identify the Dry Creek parcel as that with the greatest development potential, and therefore the
focus of their efforts. They identified advantages in the large parcel's history of usage, which
was predominantly agricultural, and lack of existing structures or other uses incompatible with
56 Clark (Clark Development).
57 Horan, lE.
58 Clark (Clark Development).
59 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-8 through 8-21A-9-18.
60 Clark (Clark Development).
large scale development. The early analysis also highlighted the Dry Creek ranch's favorable and
scenic geography, its potential links to transportation corridors, and its proximity to the urban
area.' 1
The second decision step involved looking at different development scenarios. EDAW
drafted different land use patterns based on various zoning alternatives. The options considered
included developing the parcel according to the as-of-right zoning, which allowed agricultural
and residential uses on large lots, as a Planned Unit Development (PUD), or as a Planned
Community (P-C). 62 Clark helped assess the feasibility and potential value of each build-out
scenario, and found that the most desirable would be the untested one: developing the Dry
Creek Valley as a Planned Community. Though the county had a P-C designation within its land
use code, it had never used it, so the process was therefore somewhat uncharted. Clark found,
however, that the P-C zoning designation could offer the developers the best possibility that they
would be able to achieve their unique goals for the property. In short, the P-C ordinance would
help them fulfill dual motivations of "money and conscience": Grossman Company was looking
for a healthy profit, but they also hoped to develop the land in a responsible way, preserving as
much open space as possible. The greater housing density allowed under the P-C zone would
likely allow them to leave much of the land undeveloped while also reaching sufficient profits.63
Employing the P-C zoning mechanism would also require greater collaboration between
developer and the public sector. Despite the developer's relatively typical problem-solving
approach, therefore, the fact that they intended to pursue a unique type of development led
them toward a process of innovation.
Clark's third decision step, still taking place in the project's first year, was to begin
outlining Hidden Springs' marketing concepts. Again, while the notion of crafting marketing
concepts would appear to be more of an analytical task, the act of doing so essentially served
to develop a new narrative for the place. Developing a narrative is necessarily an interpretive
task. Bay Area-based firm American LIVES played an important role in this interpretation
and had a significant impact on the story of Hidden Springs, and therefore on its eventually
form. American LIVES, which stands for "Lifestyles, Interests, Values, Expectations, Symbols,"
provides companies with in-depth social and psychological analysis of consumer desires and
behaviors, focusing particularly on their values. Through engaging in dialogue with potential
consumers in a variety of ways and analyzing results both quantitatively and qualitatively,
American LIVES tries to assess what they want and value.64 In terms of housing, the company
argued to Hidden Springs' developers that a critical desire of consumers was access and
61 Clark (Clark Development).
62 I am not sure what the precise differences were between the PUD and P-C designations in the Ada
County Code in 1994; it is likely sufficient to say that the P-C ordinance seemed the best fit for Grossman's
plans.
63 Clark (Clark Development).
64 American LIVES, "Services: Background," http://www.americanlives.com/ (18 May 2006); Clark
(Clark Development).
proximity to land and open space. Clark and the Grossmans read the data differently from
many developers who understood it to demand the building of golf courses and other active
open space. The Hidden Spring team argued that since homebuyers value land and open
space irrespective of whether it is a golf course or some other type of open space, why would a
developer spend millions of dollars to build a golf course, especially in an area with remarkable
natural beauty?65 From this reasoning, the developers therefore had marketing and economic
reasons, virtually from the beginning, to preserve a great deal of the site as open space. Though
the process that led to this conclusion displays what appears to be an analytical approach, it is
important to note that the developers arrived here because they had no cultural or institutional
constraints to keeping an open mind. Their lack of experience in this type of real estate
development likely gave them the ability to follow a unique path, as well as the need to seek data
to justify it. Innovation was therefore more likely to result.
Expanding Collaboration, Public Reactions
As the project progressed, the generally analytical approach pursued by the developers
was further influenced by enhanced and expanded collaboration. Though this likely complicated
the clear-cut problem solving approach, it served to introduce greater into the development. For
example, the developers also met extensively with the parcel's neighbors and other stakeholders
as part of the early feasibility study and site analysis. Though many of its neighbors were
supportive, believing the values of their properties would increase due to the new development,
Hidden Springs encountered its stiffest opposition from adjacent property owners. These
opponents generally owned smaller parcels of around to acres or so and wanted to preserve the
large tracts of open space that Hidden Springs was now threatening to develop. Though private
land, the Hidden Springs ranch had long been open to horseback riders and hikers, who often
used it to access BLM land. A segment of this group came to represent the most significant
challenge to the development, as I discuss below.
For the most part, however, through their meetings with stakeholders, including
environmentalists, mountain bikers, universities, etc., Hidden Springs eventually found vital
support as it worked to ease the various concerns that arose. An early concern that came to
be constructively resolved regarded the development's impact on traffic through the North
End, a historic and beloved Boise neighborhood. If Hidden Springs residents chose to access
downtown via Cartwright Road, which led from the community's east side, it would likely
have a major traffic impact on the North End. The funky, influential neighborhood could have,
in return, created significant friction for the approval process, but Clark met with one of the
neighborhood's prominent activists, also a well-known Boise environmentalist, to work out a
solution. The results of these conversations came to influence the actual physical plan, including
the placement of Hidden Springs' main entrance and village center at the west end of the
65 Clark (Clark Development).
property, which would make Seaman's Gulch Road the primary access from Boise to Hidden
Springs. The community school and commercial component of Hidden Springs were also
included in order to capture trips from the community.66 The county contributed by agreeing to
build a connection from Cartwright Road to 36th Street in Boise (which will begin construction
in 200867), which will further serve to divert traffic from the North End.68 By communicating
and flexibly working toward solutions, Hidden Springs' development team gained the support of
both the North End and environmental communities (of which there was likely some overlap).
Clark noted that this social work at the beginning of the process was especially labor intensive
and challenging, but that it had invaluable results in terms of seeing the project through the
approval and implementation processes.6 9 The significant upfront planning for Hidden Springs
was an expensive investment in time and resources; the Grossman family claimed, however,
their long ownership of the parcel provided them with greater flexibility.
Public-Private Collaboration
The Grossman Companies submitted the Planned Community application to Ada County
in August 1994,70 thereby formalizing a productive long-term collaboration in the planning
and development of Hidden Springs. County officials had been aware of the developers'
intentions from the earliest stages of due diligence, and had always been highly supportive
of the ideas. According to Bill Clark, they "loved it," but were required to learn as they went,
never having administered development of a planned community before.1 The Hidden Springs
developers had most day-to-day interaction with the County's Department of Development
Services (and with the three county commissioners, who seem to have always been supportive
of the project), but they worked effectively with numerous county agencies. In August 1998,
for example, Hidden Springs and the Ada County Highway Department (ACHD) agreed to an
"Extraordinary Impact Fee" in which the developer agreed to pay a sum that aimed to cover
the new residents' impact on the county, in addition to the amount already paid for roadways
within the community.72 Hidden Springs was also able to convince ACHD to permit narrower
and more innovative street design, even if not to the degree they had hoped.73 By agreeing to
further foot the bill for county needs such as a new fire station within the planned community,74
Hidden Springs was able to meet the critical assessment that the development would result in
"no adverse economic impacts" to the county.75 That Hidden Springs has been a positive revenue
66 Ibid.
67 Wilson (Ada County), 26 April 2006.
68 Clark (Clark Development).
69 Ibid.
70 Wilson (Ada County), 26 April 2006; the relevant file numbers are 94-ol-CPA and 94-o3-ZOA.
71 Clark (Clark Development); Wilson (Ada County), 12 January 2006.
72 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-37.
73 Haughey and Floyd.
74 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9-37.
75 Ibid.
generator for the county is an important reason the county maintains significant enthusiasm for
this form of development, and speaks to the way in which collaboration was able to overcome
challenges that might otherwise be daunting.
The county's early support for the Hidden Springs concept became especially important
when threatened with a potential legal challenge during the planned community approval
process. One of Hidden Spring's abutters, an owner of a smaller parcel who also happened to
be a real estate attorney, challenged Hidden Springs' legality on grounds that the county's P-C
ordinance barred planned communities in the Boise Foothills. She spoke in a public hearing
displaying a geology map that clearly labeled the Hidden Springs parcel as lying within the
region known as the "Boise Front Foothills." The challenge stopped the existing process from
moving forward, but the county's support for the development was unabated. The county
commissioners proceeded to draft a new version of the planned community ordinance, which
set the project's progress back several months. In addition, though the episode illustrated that
support of the development was not universal, the developers' work crafting broad support for
the project - enough to make it politically feasible for the county to offer its support, as well
- was likely essential. Hidden Springs finally submitted a new P-C application in the summer of
1995, and received final approval in 1996.76
During 1996 and 1997, Hidden Springs and Ada County worked together to draft the
Hidden Springs Planned Community Zoning Ordinance, which now stands as a separate article
within the County Code, formally adopted in March 1997. The contrast between the different
legal frameworks that govern Hidden Springs and Daybreak is striking. Where South Jordan's
P-C ordinance provides great flexibility to developers, with city influence and enforcement
to be codified within a private development agreement between developer and city, Ada
County incorporated Hidden Springs' specific P-C master plans into the County Code.7 The
legal framework for Hidden Springs' development is therefore more traditional (more of an
incremental innovation), though the zoning code's contents tend to be quite innovative. Though
the points were initially negotiated by developer and county, in the end Ada County retains
ultimate authority and responsibility for the development; the county, as one planner explained,
is technically the planner of Hidden Springs. The legal framework at Daybreak is different.
By placing most of the teeth in the development agreement, South Jordan and Kennecott are
entering into a more contractual type of relationship - a joint venture. It therefore is likely
somewhat cloudy where the ultimate authority for the development resides. Understanding
the impacts of these different legal frameworks on innovation and community might be an
important future exploration.
To demonstrate the degree of specificity in the Hidden Springs Zoning Ordinance, the
code begins with 157 definitions of important aspects of the development.78 It also outlines the
76 Clark (Clark Development).
77 Ada County Code, 8-21A-9.
78 Ada County Code, 8-21A-2.
purpose and intents of Hidden Springs, which includes such goals as to:
* "Provide for the design of quality, mixed-use development...
* "Encourage flexibility and creativity in Hidden Springs' design and development...
* "Encourage creative and innovative land planning and design processes...
* "Provide for the integration and balance of uses..."79
Despite the level of detail, the zoning also recognizes the inherent conflict in innovative
development between the needs for flexibility as well as for structure (mirroring the
contradictory needs for open-ended interpretation and structured analysis). The regulation
allows for flexibility in "configurations and densities of development parcels and phases...to
accommodate market, financing, site and other conditions.... Standards and guidelines
are intended to depict the general nature and relative intensity...while allowing sufficient
flexibility."80 Recognizing the conflict does not necessarily equate to resolving it, however: Ada
County's principal drafter of a new P-C ordinance continues to recognize this as the zoning's
greatest challenge. 81
Despite these statements permitting flexibility, Hidden Springs' zoning is much more
prescriptive than Daybreak's in terms of use and dimensional requirements. Unlike in Daybreak,
Hidden Springs' zoning code prohibits "all uses not specifically identified," and the county, with
the close assistance of the developer, makes careful lists of what it perceives to be appropriate
for the different zoning designations.82 For each of the five lot/housing types, the zoning further
prescribes detailed lot size requirements, setbacks, maximum building heights and lot coverage,
and so on.83 The code also outlines detailed design guidelines for all of the specified uses. For
example:
"Village homes are expected to provide useable front porches along the majority of their
street side facades. These porches should receive special architectural treatment and be
of sufficient depth and width to encourage use as an outdoor living space."84
The end result of all of these requirements is a governance structure that is much more
prescriptive than typical zoning. The original vision negotiated by the developers and the
county, with support of other important allies, has therefore become encoded in the county's
laws. Though it might be debatable which development displays the more significant process
innovation, Hidden Springs' format of governance seems to require less innovation in terms of
process than we find in Daybreak.
79 Ada County Code, 8-21A-3.
8o Ada County Code, 8-21A-4.
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Challenges of Implementation
As at Daybreak, the inherent contradictions between interpretation and analysis
were more keenly felt as Hidden Springs moved down the development funnel. Though Jim
Grossman likely overstated the developer's position, he illustrated his family's attachment to the
project when he stated: "Money isn't driving this. As important as it is, it is equally as important
to create something that is different and new and that hopefully enriches the lives of people
that make their home out there."85 But money was an important motivator, as well as a need
- perhaps the most consuming problem for an innovative project to solve. Grossman therefore
partnered with the Carlyle Group, a Washington, DC private equity firm, as the project's money
partner.86 Grossman Company contributed the land to the partnership, while Carlyle Group
supplied the necessary cash to get the development off the ground.
As the project moved toward implementation, the development team expanded further.
Frank Martin, who had just overseen development of Prairie Crossing, a successful agriculture-
oriented "conservation development" north of Chicago, was also brought on to replace Bill Clark
as project manager, though Clark continued to work on the project as a consultant focusing on
county relations, landscape architecture, and construction of the first buildings. Hidden Springs
also ran a design competition for the community's housing prototypes, eventually hiring two
architectural firms to do the work.87 Many of the project's open ends were therefore being closed.
Construction of Hidden Springs' first phase began in early 1999; by springtime, four
homes had been completed, three of which were featured as part of Boise's 1999 Parade of
Homes.88 By this point, the costs of developing Hidden Springs, including infrastructure,
grading and filling, landscaping, etc., had exceeded original pro forma expectations. The
development partners therefore sought mortgage financing from GMAC-Residential Funding
Corporation (GMAC-RFC) to cover the difference, a financing decision that would have great
importance later on.89
Sales occurred most quickly for the village homes, with 56 of the first phase's 92 total
homes by January 2000. This surprised the developers, as they had supposed that their more
traditional lots would sell fastest. The high demand for the village homes therefore convinced
them that they had tapped into an unmet demand within the market for a more innovative
home and neighborhood. 90 These market actions also represented the beginning of a dialogue,
or interpretation process, between Hidden Springs and its homebuyers, who would eventually
come to serve an important role the development's innovation community. This early response
85 Horan., iE.
86 Clark (Clark Development); Haughey and Floyd.
87 Clark (Clark Development).
88 Charles Etlinger, "New Frontier Opens at Hidden Springs," Idaho Statesman, 17 April 1999, IB, 5B.
89 Clark (Clark Development).
90 Horan, IE; An alternative analysis might suggest, however, that this may have resulted from the
economic logic that greater numbers of buyers would be able to afford the lower-priced, unique homes,
and therefore demanded them.
would also influence the developer's ongoing production decisions, but not before the
development ran into trouble. Hidden Springs had sold only twelve larger homes by 2000 (out
of 48 that were on the market), making the overall rate of sales much slower than anticipated.91
By April 2002, the sales pace had not quickened, and the community had only sold 150 total
homes - "about to [homes per year] off of the developers break-even point and well behind the
original sales target of 75 a year"9 2
In hindsight, the reasons for the huge gap between sales expectations and sales reality
seem reasonably clear and demonstrate the numerous potential pitfalls for the innovative
project - many of which have little to do with innovation. At the time, the shortfall was a huge
surprise to the development team, as they had found interest in Hidden Springs among area
homebuyers to be very high. They had misread consumers' needs, however, and potential
buyers found the cost of Hidden Springs homes to be too high. Hidden Springs had aimed to
offer homes to the upper 25 to 30 percent of the Boise area market, which would have meant
offering homes for around $160,ooo (in the late 199os). The first homes that went on the
market at Hidden Springs started at $275,000 (about $450,000 in today's market), however,
which shocked the market - many homebuyers internalized the impression that Hidden Springs
was out of their price range, even after prices came down.93 The county, which had been very
supportive of the relative diversity in housing offered at Hidden Springs and had great interest
in the development's success, was also concerned about these high prices and advised the
developer to work to bring them down.94 An additional problem was Frank Martin's decision to
set up an in-house realty company to sell the homes at Hidden Springs, following his previously
successful model at Prairie Crossing. This decision thoroughly antagonized the local realtor
community in the Boise area, however, which was therefore reluctant to show Hidden Springs
homes to potential buyers.95 Despite having little to do with actual innovation, therefore, these
decisions served to antagonize potential members of a community in support of the innovation
at Hidden Springs.
As Hidden Springs' cash flow problems increased, Grossman Company and the Carlyle
Group disputed bitterly regarding the project's future direction. 96 The county also weighed in
with advice to try to improve the situation.97 None of their actions, however, were sufficient
to prevent the takeover of the project by their lender, GMAC-RFC, which became managing
partner of Hidden Springs in March 2002. Frank Martin stayed on as project manager, however,
and enacted two important turnaround actions for his new boss (though Grossman says these
91 Ibid.
92 Michael Journee, "Boise's Hidden Spring wants to share its unique community with rest of valley,"
Idaho Statesman, 21 April 2002, 01.
93 Clark (Clark Development).
94 Armstrong and others (Ada County).
95 Clark (Clark Development).
96 Journee, ol; Clark (Clark Development).
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actions were "in the works" since the previous October98). First, responding to the current
consumer preferences for lower prices, Hidden Springs offered smaller homes on smaller
lots and hired new contractors to do the work more cheaply. Second, to regain the support of
the local realty community, the project's new owner abolished the in-house realty group, and
instead hired a Boise firm, Group One, to represent the development.99
Since the change of direction in 2002, sales at Hidden Springs have grown dramatically,
to the point that 175 parcels were sold in 2005 alone. All recent phases have been sold out prior
to the commencement of construction.100 The current phase, which will push the total number
of homes to around 776, begins sales in spring 2006.1'01 The most important factor contributing
to Hidden Springs' success is likely entirely external to the project: the huge growth in the Boise
real estate market over the past few years. Boise has received attention in national publications
as a good place to live, bringing many new residents to the area. Fifty-three percent of Hidden
Springs buyers therefore come from out of state, primarily California, Arizona, Colorado, and
the Pacific Northwest.'0 2 In addition to being attracted to a community with the overall quality
of Hidden Springs, area real estate prices in general have risen to match those in Hidden
Springs, and suburbs have expanded to the extent that Hidden Springs no longer seems so
remote (though its physical geography helps it maintain a sense of seclusion).1o3 Clark argues
that Hidden Springs had to get past the high price stigma as well as the realtor fiasco to allow
potential homebuyers to appreciate the quality of the community.104 Gilman further notes that
Hidden Springs began to attract a broader market than it originally did. The "bell curve was very
narrow at the beginning," with Hidden Springs only attracting families with young children,
but over time the curve has widened, making the community attractive to a wider variety of
homebuyers, including empty nesters and "SINCs and DINCs" looking for an active lifestyle or
traditional neighborhood values.15 s
The absorption problems experienced by Hidden Spring may also suggest important
lessons on the process of innovation. It is apparent that the innovations featured in Hidden
Springs were good ideas and attracted a devoted community of homebuyers, but success
was hindered by tactical errors in pricing and marketing by the developer. As noted, these
were relatively easy mistakes to make, and had little to do with the innovative aspects of the
development. The early failure was therefore not one of the innovation, but of other critical
aspects of the business plan. In addition, the developer was able to turn things around largely
because of the community it had built in earlier years. It was not locked in to a losing program,
98 Journee, ol; Clark (Clark Development).
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as other developments might have been. The county claims to have provided valuable advice and
support for how to do better, and had great hopes Hidden Springs would do so.106 The flexibility
that had been built into the zoning - also a result of the earlier dialogue - further served to the
developer's advantage when it had to make mid-course corrections to adequately respond to
homebuyer needs. Despite significant missteps, Hidden Springs was able to turn things around,
with the resulting development likely more successful and innovative than originally anticipated.
New Faith in the P-C
The proliferation of new planned communities proposed in Ada County is also an
important aspect of Hidden Springs legacy. The county views the planned community as
an important tool to deal with the region's rapid growth, and has therefore waged an often
uphill battle to convince municipalities and citizens of the P-C's merits. The county's positive
experience with Hidden Springs is certainly responsible for the county's current policy push. It
views P-Cs as a way to focus housing density and preserve the county's important open space.
The county further contends that P-Cs will better serve currently underserved markets, as they
will be better able to offer a variety of housing types and sizes. Also, P-Cs, unlike subdivisions,
pay for themselves: they are more compact, requiring smaller expenditures for infrastructure.
The county can demand that they contain commercial uses, which result in net positive tax
revenues, and can assess impact fees to ensure that it experiences no net loss in revenue.'1 7 The
county also argues that large scale planned communities allow the county to play a greater role
in development. Instead of unsuccessfully trying to reign in the negative actions of dozens of
smaller developers of subdivisions through dull instruments such as zoning requirements, the
county can have a direct impact on the development of thousands of homes by partnering in the
development process of a P-C.'08 They like the P-C, in other words, because they are part of the
development's innovation community.
As the county works to pass an amended version of its P-C ordinance in early 2006,
elected officials, planners, and citizens concerned about growth in Ada County continue to
debate the P-C issue. The new ordinance attempts to further refine the county's position on
the balance between flexibility and structure.1'" The county is also looking for practical ways to
encourage the reasonable location of P-C development, such as discouraging additional planned
communities in the ecological sensitive Foothills, and merging the county's P-C plan with other
regional planning efforts in the works.11
By spring 2006, Hidden Springs was still the county's only planned community, but
lo6 Armstrong and others (Ada County).
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there were eight proposed P-Cs at various stages in the development process. Despite the
county's efforts to convince others of the merits of planned communities, there is still a great
deal of skepticism about what the outcome will be. Bill Clark, for example, says that the "county
has gone crazy, inviting" P-C development. He suggests that the county may be overly enamored
with Hidden Springs, and says that in their enthusiasm they may be insufficiently discriminating
in promising developers the "huge entitlements" involved in a P-C designation."1 Boise mayor
Dave Beiter is an especially outspoken critic of the county's support of planned communities.
He refers to them as "leap-frog developments" and another form of sprawl. As the mayor of
essentially the slowest growing city in Ada County, Beiter suggests that the Boise area should
work to focus development within existing urbanized areas.'1 2 The county responds to its critics
by suggesting the need for greater education about the P-C's merits. Development Services
Director Gerry Armstrong portrays P-Cs as both the past and future of good planning efforts.
With no power to directly influence municipal or regional planning policies, however, the
legacy of Hidden Springs may simply be the addition of a new type of development to a market
previously dominated by subdivisions.
As noted above, however, the county's enthusiasm for the P-C focuses on the wrong
aspects of the development. Though the planned community might serve as an important tool
or response to the problems facing the county, it would be unwise to adopt this new form as the
principal solution. Rather, it is likely the process that led to Hidden Springs - of which use of the
P-C designation is one important component - that holds the most potential for addressing Ada
County's problems. Hidden Springs resulted from a more open ended, collaborative dialogue
that therefore led to a novel development with features of innovation that responded to a wide
variety of concerns. Simply reproducing this outcome may not adequately address the unique
situation inherent in every new challenge that arises from the county's growth. The remaining
chapters describe this common issue of "problem-setting and problem-solving," and begin to
outline methods by which we might see a greater emphasis on innovation incorporated into the
practice of land planning and development.
111 Clark (Clark Development).
112 Cynthia Sewell, "Treasure Valley Growth - 8 New Communities May Be in Ada County's Future,"
Idaho Statesman, 28 October 2005, 01.

CHAPTER 5
INNOVATION IN LAND PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT:
EVIDENCE FROM THE CASES
The prerequisites for the successful introduction and management of innovation in
land planning and development are similar to those in virtually every other endeavor. It would
be difficult to make a theoretical argument to the contrary, as the literature has intended to
describe the broad, essential characteristics of the process of innovation, rather than those that
only apply to a subset of industries. Further, the evidence from my cases supports the claim
that innovation in land planning and development occurs because discussion of what to do with
the land has been broadened and because important collaborations in the process led to the
introduction of novelty. Collaboration on the two real estate projects was particularly important,
in that it led to the development of a community that came to support each development. These
communities were critical to the innovation process, as they provided both innovative ideas and
essential material support throughout the planning and implementation processes.
Explaining the Innovation
Ambiguity
In the planning processes for both Daybreak and Hidden Springs, ambiguity was a
defining feature of the early stages. Unlike many real estate development projects, in which
developers follow largely predetermined models that rely on existing expertise and patterns of
organization, answers to the planners' early questions were not known in advance. Indeed, I
might argue that the fledgling development projects may not have always known what questions
to ask. This situation arose out of three circumstances common to both developments, (though
their individual situations were unique). First, both Daybreak and Hidden Springs emerged in
response to existing problems. Second, in both instances, the developers were able to look at the
problems of development with a new perspective. Third, both planning processes had a unique
commitment to moral principles that required the development to be viewed as more than a
financial investment project.
The existing problems that served to open up the discussion and that led to the eventual
conception of Daybreak are especially important, even dramatic. The existing leadership of
Kennecott Utah Copper, and its parent company, Rio Tinto, in the late 198os had inherited
a legacy of environmental degradation on nearly loo,ooo acres of its land, and it was under
state and federal pressure to clean things up. In addition to the need to avoid the costly EPA
Superfund process, Kennecott and Rio Tinto desired to improve their reputations as good
neighbors and corporate citizens. The mining company therefore spent hundreds of millions
of dollars cleaning its mess; the project that eventually developed into Daybreak arose out
of the desires to help offset this cost and to define their new role as a sustainable mining
company. For Hidden Springs, the existing problems that fueled innovation came from two
sources. First, the striking and fragile natural environment of the land that was to be developed
presented important constraints. The developers early on recognized that traditional patterns of
development would be inappropriate to the area, and therefore had to perceive the development
process in a new way. Also, from the county's standpoint, Hidden Springs resulted from
concerns about population growth and horizontal residential expansion in the county. Facing
dramatic growth that was too often manifesting itself in undesirable ways, the county and
developer employed the Hidden Springs planning process to open up discussion about how to
deal with the problem.
These discussions further benefited from the new perspectives that were evident in both
planning processes. The planning process for Daybreak, especially, was uniquely devoid of the
usual suspects involved in real estate projects. Though architects, urban planners, and economic
consultants played important contributory roles, the project was conceived by a Harvard-trained
geologist acting as a consultant (later employee) for Kennecott's environmental remediation
process. A mining company became the actual developer of the houses, offices, and open space
that came to occupy their once-polluted land. All participants in the process view this "blank
slate" in terms of real estate development as a critical ingredient in the innovation process.
Hidden Springs, though its development process was relatively traditional, also benefited
from its different perspective. Though it had made a fortune in real estate development over
decades, the Grossman family seemed to approach the problem of Hidden Springs differently.
They had owned the land for twenty years, and likely had some attachment to it. The property
also would not have been appropriate for the types of development that were the company's
bread and butter, such as mobile home communities and strip retail. They therefore opened the
planning process with a different perspective, likely asking the important questions that led to
an innovative outcome.
A commitment to moral principles is also a common theme in the development processes
for both Daybreak and Hidden Springs. This interest in following moral principles opened up
the planning process, I argue, by causing the developers to look beyond the typical bottom
line. The discussion on what was desirable expanded, as did the realm of the possible. Both
communities exhibit a commitment to environmental sustainability, which manifests itself in
numerous ways: decreased automobile dependence, preserved open space, water conservation,
etc. Both developers considered their projects as responses to typical development patterns
and deliberately set out to be innovative. Further, both asked themselves how they might serve
greater regional needs, and how they might introduce the principles of the New Urbanism in
their geographical areas. Earning a sufficient return on their investments did not cease to be
a top priority, but the developers' and planners' moral commitments served to expand the
project's goals, and therefore made space for innovation to be introduced.
Collaboration
The collaboration that took place in the planning and development processes for
Daybreak and Hidden Springs further served to foster innovation. It is important to note,
however, that all real estate development projects are highly collaborative, perhaps to a greater
degree than we find in many other industries. Even relatively small scale projects represent
collaboration to a certain extent among private and public actors: developers, architects,
financial institutions, engineers, contractors, municipal agencies, etc. For more large scale
endeavors, the level of talent that is assembled to accomplish the effort may be quite impressive;
even charrettes or public meetings might be held to further expand the community of input or
support. Clearly, therefore, land planning and development projects arise out of a significant
attempt to be creative. Often, however, despite the high level of collaboration, the level of
product innovation that results is marginal, at best.
This likely reflects especially significant constraints to innovation in real estate
development. Again, however, the specific obstacles to innovation in land planning and
development are not necessarily unique. As noted above, there is always resistance to
innovation, as it has a competence destroying and destabilizing influence on the market. Elting
Morison's account of the introduction of "continuous aim firing" on board U.S. Navy ships is a
classic tale of resistance to innovation even in the face of tremendous evidence of its advantages,
though it is hardly a unique story.' I argue, however, that innovation in land planning and
development faces simultaneous resistance from three fronts, which together serve to promote
existing patterns of land use while stifling other forms. The obstacles represent three important
players in the market: local government (regulation), developer (supply-side), and housing
consumer (demand-side).
Regulation
In the United States, local governments regulate land through zoning and other land
use controls, such as environmental standards, design guidelines, etc. This authority, derived
from the police power, is legally designated to municipalities by the states, and has been widely
defended as necessary to ensuring health, safety, and welfare at all levels of the judiciary.
In areas that come under the jurisdiction of a political authority, such as a city or county,
therefore, a landowner's rights to develop her land are nearly always outlined in some detail
by the governing authority, often on several different levels. There is, therefore, nearly always
no private property right that allows a landowner to do whatever she wants with the land; even
the "by-right" development option has been spelled out by the zoning ordinance.2 Government,
especially local government, is therefore always an important partner in land development in
1 Elting E. Morison, Men, Machines, and Modern Times (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1966), 17-44.
2 Jonathan Levine, Zoned Out: Regulation, Markets, and Choices in Transportation and Metropolitan
Land Use (Washington, DC: Resources for the Future, 2006), 11.
the United States. Again, this arrangement exists for important reasons: to prevent nuisance,
develop infrastructure, plan for the future, and so on.
This background is important, as Levine explains, to challenge the common notion
- among both planners and ordinary citizens - that the current predominant development
pattern in the United States is primarily the result of market forces. 3 Though in some areas this
might be the case, the evidence suggests another view: government regulations are promoting
a specific development pattern known as "sprawl": the single-use, low-density, auto-oriented
form that is allegedly associated with numerous development problems. Important evidence for
this comes in the fact that the government cannot specify minimum densities for development
that are higher than what the market demands - under such circumstances, developers simply
will not build.4 Further anecdotal evidence from virtually anyone involved in the planning and
development community should make clear that the market - as represented by developers,
who operate within it - is what typically demands greater density or other alterations to existing
constraints, while the regulating authority resists. 5
Levine argues that this state of affairs is largely tolerated because of a view among
both planners and economists that "municipal regulation equals the market." This argument
essentially says that citizens "demand" the existing zoning controls, and that this "community
at large" preference therefore represents the desires of the market.6 Levine points out that this
is an unusual position within the United States' economy, "that in few other arenas is the desire
for governmental regulation referred to in these terms."7 In a free market economy, the majority
preference does not automatically eliminate other options; if suppliers can make a profit selling
to minority consumers, they will do so. This fact therefore underscores the unique treatment
that land planning and development receives, perhaps because of the unique role of the home in
United States society, as I discuss below.
While Levine's account focuses primarily on the impacts of government regulations
on "smart growth" development patterns, rather than purely on innovation, his case makes
adequately clear that government regulation is a very important factor determining the course
of land planning and development in general. Just as local regulation inhibits (innovative) smart
growth concepts such as higher density, transit-oriented development, and mixed-use, it is likely
to restrict other novel development patterns, as well. Levine's important contribution, moreover,
is to debunk the justification of such government restrictions as de facto market preferences.
He argues that planners should call the restrictions for what they are and to recognize that they
communicate a government preference for land development.
We find evidence of this in the cases, as well. At both Daybreak and Hidden Springs,
the developers had to work extensively with the governing local authorities in order to receive
3 Ibid.,21.
4 Ibid., 5.
5 Ibid., 14.
6 Ibid., 38-40.
7 Ibid., 4o.
authorization to develop in an innovative manner. Both believed there were markets, and
the potential of even higher returns, for an innovative land product. The existing regulatory
framework, however, would have allowed only large-lot, residential dwellings, and thus would
likely have contributed to problems faced by both communities.
Demand
Though Levine convincingly argues that markets for innovative, denser forms of
development do exist (as otherwise no developer would want to build them), it is likely that
homebuyers seem to resist novelty, as well. Even Levine does not deny that existing local
government regulations may mirror the views of many homeowners, whom elected officials
and city staff are supposed to represent.8 It seems likely, therefore, that there is a significant
constituency in the U.S. market for the traditional development pattern, which may explain why
developers are hesitant to innovate in terms of development form. Both developers of Daybreak
and Hidden Springs expressed concerns along these line, as well.
Economist William Fischel has described a compelling rationale for this unusual
conservatism on the part of homeowners, 9 whose other consumer purchases - cars, electronics,
food products - largely follow innovation, as we would expect. In their homes, however,
Americans invest the vast majority of their capital wealth.1o The home therefore represents both
a consumer good and an investment. Moreover, as most Americans' wealth is not diversified
to any great extent, this big bet must be very conservative. Homebuyers will therefore fight to
protect their huge investment, vigorously opposing any potential challenges to it - even if the
likelihood of any harm being done is very small." I would argue, further, that the American
homeowners' dependence on the home as a major source of capital appreciation makes them
somewhat hesitant to invest in innovation, which by its nature will likely be a more volatile
investment. The conservative homebuyer will stick to the tried and true pattern, at least until
the overall market tacitly approves the innovative land development. As developers recognize
this tendency, or at least perceive it, they may be more likely to supply a traditional development
pattern.
SUppIY
The interviews for each of my cases also suggested that resistance by developers was
an additional important obstacle to the introduction of innovation into the real estate market.
The young team of developers at Daybreak said that their lack of experience in real estate
development gave them a significant edge over their more experienced competition, who they
8 His objection, rather, is for this group of homeowners to impose its preference on the community
through government regulation, rather than allow the market to provide alternatives.
9 William A. Fishel, The Homevoter Hypothesis (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2001).
to Ibid., 4.
11 Ibid., 8-11.
perceived to be hampered by old habits.12 Ada County officials also argued that educating local
developers was an important aspect of their push for more innovative development in the
county.13
An earlier city planning thesis that looked at the diffusion of innovation in the home
building industry provides a synthesis of previous studies assessing innovation on the supply
side of real estate development." Though the focus is somewhat different from mine - Pauly
looked at innovation of building technology (more of a process innovation), while I am looking
at innovation in built form (a product innovation) - the analysis nevertheless provides an
additional important explanation for the lack of innovation in real estate development in the
United States. Briefly, Pauly's synthesized list of factors that have prevented innovation in
the homebuilding industry - which, for matters of simplification I am treating as somewhat
synonymous with the development industry (as the thesis essentially treats them, as well) - are
as follows:
* Fluctuating jinancial markets/costs of innovation: Developers depend on financial
markets to fund their projects, but generally have no control or influence over them.
Homebuilders must therefore be very conservative with the funding, therefore resisting
expenditures that would be important to innovation, such as R&D and new technology.' s
* Firm size and industry fragmentation: Small firms dominate the development industry.
Pauly (and his sources) argue that this makes it more difficult for them to innovate, due
primarily to the "high costs of innovations."'6 Though the general cost of innovation
varies among industries, innovation is not necessarily expensive, nor do large firms seem
to have a clear advantage over small firms in terms of innovation (though innovation
strategies may need to differ).'7 I am therefore skeptical that this is an important reason
for the lack of innovation in development.
Pauly further notes under this point that the ubiquity of subcontracting and the "highly
fragmented" nature of housing development prevent innovation, as they require
developers to depend excessively on others for innovation to occur.'8 Again, innovation
12 Rasmussen and others (Kennecott).
13 Armstrong and others (Ada County).
14 Justin T. Pauly, "Innovation and the Big Builders: Barriers to Integrating Sustainable Design and
Construction Practices into the Production Homebuilding Industry, The Case of Pulte Homes," Master's
thesis, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2005.
15 Ibid., 30-31.
16 Ibid., 31.
17 The body of literature on innovation in technology and product development could largely be
characterized as offering a menu of innovation strategies for firms of different size, ability, and location in
the product cycle.
18 Ibid.
theorists would not necessarily find this argument compelling, as collaboration and
integration have been shown to assist innovation by broadening the discussion and
introducing new ideas (as I have tried to argue at length).
* Regulatory barriers/code fragmentation: Some studies found that the predominantly
local regulation of land - as opposed to a national or regional code - acted as a barrier
to innovation diffusion.19 This is likely due to higher transaction costs involved with
adapting innovations developed in one jurisdiction for application in another.
* Lack of communication & research: Some of the studies Pauly cites find evidence of a
lack of communication among development firms and of industry-wide research. They
argue that the competitive nature of the homebuilding industry hampers innovation
diffusion, as firms are hesitant to discuss their advances for fear of losing competitive
advantages.20
Though a lack of communication and an open forum for research would certainly hamper
innovation, I am somewhat skeptical of the claim that this is due to the competitive
nature of the industry. It seems unlikely that land development is dramatically more
competitive than other industries, including those in the technology sector that have
experienced extremely high rates of innovation in the past several years. The fear of
competitors benefiting from your innovations is a constant in any enterprise, though
companies have found that engaging in various forms of dialogue with the outside is
essential to remaining competitive. If developers are not adequately communicating with
one another, other factors may be primarily responsible.21
* Risk/liability: Homebuilders resist incorporating innovation into their development
because of a fear of legal liability for poor performance of new products or process. This
point likely has greater applicability in relation to building technologies, as they would
have greater potential of being held liable for failure (as opposed to innovation in built
form or land pattern).22
* Market/demand side resistance: This final point somewhat repeats the previous
argument regarding demand side resistance to innovation, suggesting that because the
home is such a significant investment for consumers, they are therefore hesitant to invest
in unsure innovation. Pauly furthers this argument with the point that homebuilders add
19 Ibid., 31-32.
20 Ibid., 32.
21 Investigations into this could include research on culture in the development industry, institutional
barriers, geographic dispersion, etc.
22 Ibid., 33.
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to this problem by failing to effectively market their innovations.23
Overcoming the Barriers to Innovation
It is possible that none of the three components outlined above would be sufficient on its
own to stifle innovation. In fact, as noted, each of them is present to some degree in nearly every
industry and human endeavor. The degree to which they operate in the same direction, however,
has an impressive grip on innovation in land use and planning.
The matter therefore shifts from a question of what prevents innovation in land
development from occurring, to one of how innovation in land planning ever does occur.
The resistance to the innovation in the case of continuous aim firing at sea, noted above, was
eventually settled by the direct interference of President Theodore Roosevelt in his capacity as
Commander in Chief,24 but this hardly seems a solution that can be generalized for our problem.
The forces against innovation seem potent, yet at both Hidden Springs and Daybreak,
innovative ideas survived and were eventually built. Though the opening-up of the dialogue at
the beginning of those processes helped lead the developers and their partners to develop new
ideas, what allowed the innovations to survive and ultimately thrive, I argue, was the result of
collaboration. But what was different about the collaboration in the development processes in
these cases that made the outcome unique? For both Daybreak and Hidden Springs, the level of
collaboration was significantly expanded, beyond what is typically experienced in land planning
and development, to the extent that there developed communities dedicated to the innovation.
The creation of community out of collaboration is a result of the interpretation process
that Lester and Piore describe.25 Different parties come together to begin discussions regarding
the very general problems they are facing. In the business place, they might be thrown together
by management to figure out how to get around a production problem or to develop an idea
that will keep the firm on top. Or they might accidentally come together in an informal setting,
such as a lunch counter or country club, that results in a conversation that proves to be highly
beneficial. In my cases, key actors had a role in bringing the collaborators together. Jon
Callender orchestrated the first discussions as he was exploring various possibilities on the land
he was charged to clean up. The Grossman family, desiring from the beginning to do something
different, established a public-private team as part of the development process. Starting from
a position in which mutual understanding on any significant level is limited, and in which
no actual problem, or project for that matter, has been formed, the diverse group eventually
learns to communicate. With this new ability, they share their unique perspectives, which often
results in novel ways to look at and respond to problems. Innovation follows, often reported in a
narrative that comes to define the project for participants and eventually consumers.26
23 Ibid.
24 Elting, 31.
25 Lester and Piore, 94.
26 J. Jasper Deuten and Arie Rip, "Narrative Infrastructure in Product Creation Processes,"
Organization 7, no. 1(2000), 69-93.
101
What is equally important about this early process is that those that have participated
tend to be especially committed to the innovation they have just developed. This is
understandable, as the process of interpretation, which involves the intrinsically positive process
of establishing new connections with other people, can be quite rewarding.27 The community
that results therefore serves two essential purposes. First, it contributes to the development
of the innovation, and not just at its genesis: the need to respond to changing conditions and
challenges with new ideas remains constant, and the community is an important resource.
Second, the community ensures that the innovation moves toward implementation,
despite the significant obstacles outlined above. This innovation community may therefore
serve to rally the necessary support to change government regulations, especially if important
government officials are also members of the community. In addition, the community helps
the innovative developer manage the significant risk and uncertainty in a variety of ways.
Partnership with the government can reduce uncertainty by providing greater assurance that
approvals will come through, or the government may help reduce expenditures (and therefore
the need to earn higher revenues) by making capital contributions or providing tax breaks.
In both of my cases, the fact that the local governments provided significant entitlements to
the land, as well as a great deal of flexibility to develop over time and according to market
conditions, was essential to making the projects financially viable. The support of special
interests may also be an important part of reducing uncertainty. When community advocates,
such as environmentalists, are members of the innovation community, rather than fighting
against the development, they can become among its most important contributors and
supporters. Finally, housing consumers are essential members of the innovation community.
Their participation is initially more difficult to observe, as they are diffuse and not necessarily
part of the development project. But the first families to move into an innovative development
- when their surroundings are under construction and all they have to rely on are the promises
of developers - become vital advocates for the community. These individuals eventually form
a critical mass when more conservative housing consumers become willing to buy. More
importantly, however, the early purchasers buy into the process because they have inherited the
vision and passion of the project's planners and developers. The homeowners become invested
in the innovative ideas, and therefore become their defenders, even pushing innovation beyond
what the developer originally intended. This is especially apparent at Hidden Springs, where
residents have organized a variety of community initiatives to make the development more
environmentally and socially sustainable. We may eventually witness a similar phenomenon
occurring at Daybreak at the development progresses.
Specific Aspects of Community Development in the Cases
The cases demonstrate that expanding the traditional realm of collaboration was
27 See Lester and Piore's comparison of interpretation to a cocktail party, 56-73.
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important to both developments. The lesson for planners and developers interested in
innovation would therefore be to broaden the community associated with the development. It
is important to note that an innovative development project may not know at the outset which
groups will be important in fostering innovation. Rather than only including a development
team and their various consultants, with perhaps marginal participation by the public
sector, both Daybreak's and Hidden Springs' innovation communities included nonprofits,
representatives of special interests, and significant involvement by the public sector. This
expanded involvement resulted in the proliferation of more and better ideas, as well as a greater
variety of strong advocates when the going got tough.
In Daybreak, for example, the developer and the city of South Jordan worked
together very closely to design a community both parties would embrace. For Hidden
Springs, closer participation with the public sector seems to have been invaluable, both as
a source of information and ideas as well as a method to manage risk. The support for the
planned community from a wide variety of community advocates was also important: the
development therefore had a lack of opposition during the development process, as well as a
group of supporters when it needed them. Finally, when the community of support around
Hidden Springs' innovation came to include its residents, the development became even more
innovative as residents worked to implement Hidden Springs' original vision.
In addition to broadening participation, deepening community support for the
innovations in both cases was important to their overall success. By deepening support, I
refer to the need for community members to have an especially high level of commitment.
Both Daybreak and Hidden Springs, as noted, benefited from significant dedication by many
members of their respective innovation communities - more than what would have been
called for by economic analysis alone. Unlike typical innovation processes, which take place
within firms and depend on (often substantial) material benefits to motivate workers, members
of land planning and development innovation communities are largely self-selected. In this
sense, innovation in land planning and development may have an important advantage over
innovation in other sectors, since individuals and communities are often very motivated
and mobilized by what occurs in their surroundings. Fischel's "homevoter hypothesis"
recognizes this, and suggests that resident mobilization might be significant in the face of novel
developments.28 I might add, however, that it can serve as an important advantage, as well, if
developers can translate individuals' concerns about their surroundings into support for an
innovation that they perceive to have a positive impact on the community. Involving members of
a broader community-at-large in the planning process, even at very early stages, again becomes
an important emphasis.
Finally, numerous researchers point out the importance of "public space" as a forum for
the development of innovative ideas. Public space includes universities, the government, trade
28 Fischel, 8-1o.
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associations, and other non-proprietary forums in which technology and new ideas receive
free discussion and analysis. The public space therefore serves as both a location where ideas
intermingle in novel ways (or simply battle each other for public support), and as one in which
research and development can have a more open trajectory, with fewer demands to produce
applicable, profitable results.29 This feature was especially important in the more innovative
of the cases, Daybreak, in terms of the role of Envision Utah, though it was likely indirectly
important for Hidden Springs, as well. It is often within the public space - outside of private,
business, or government-oriented organizations - that new collaborations may occur and new
ideas generated. Jon Callender came to know Envision Utah by attending a public meeting,
which led to a continuing relationship between Kennecott Land and Envision Utah which will
help shape the future course of development for the Salt Lake Valley in important ways.
29 See Lester and Piore, 148-169.
104
CHAPTER 6
INTRODUCING INNOVATION IN PRACTICE
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My findings, though fairly broad, suggest applicable, specific recommendations for
policy makers and others concerned about the current state of land planning and development.
To reiterate, innovation occurred when the initial discussion, or setting of the problem, was
broadened in an atmosphere of enhanced collaboration. I further argue that the innovation
communities that developed through this early interpretation process came to act as important
contributors and advocates for the innovation.
I also speculated as to why innovation in land planning and development is rare, and
pointed to constraints from the demand side, the supply side, and regulatory bodies. The
community dedicated to the innovation is important, I argue, because it helps overcome
the tripartite obstacles. In my cases, the developers (the supply side) played the key role in
initiating such community development, but were only able to succeed because of cooperation
from the other relevant sectors, as well. It is likely that within the current land planning and
development framework, developers, since they potentially have the most direct incentives for
doing so, are those most likely to initiate the innovation process. Consumers are too diffuse, and
the public sector generally lacks the incentives and resources to pursue innovation in the built
environment.
Relying on developers to organically develop desired innovations on a broad scale within
the current state of affairs is an inadequate solution, however. I have noted the significant
constraints to innovation for the land development industry. In both of the cases, but especially
in Daybreak, the developers' unique situations (particularly financial situations) were critical
in influencing their ability to risk pursuing innovation. It is unlikely that innovation would
have occurred, therefore, had the process followed a more traditional course. Like consumers,
the development community is also very diffuse: simply requesting that developers do more to
be innovative, such as by fostering innovation community development, might inspire a firm
here and there, but would do little to inspire the level of change necessary to make a significant
impact on the built environment.
The task of fostering greater innovation in land planning and development therefore falls
on the public sector, particularly local governments. Though local governments may complain
about a lack of resources to be able to take on this new challenge, the responsibility to do so
really seems to rest with them.' First, local governments do have some effective tools for actively
promoting innovation. Such tools could influence their overall jurisdictions in important ways,
and not leave cities to depend on the actions of solitary development teams or projects. Second,
the public sector must alter its focus to better contribute to the process of "coordination of
1 Though the focus of this thesis has not been to systematically assess the nature and relative importance
of the constraints to innovative land development (though this would be a good project), I suspect that
government regulation would be found to be the most significant deterrent to innovation. Removing or
easing regulation would therefore reduce the importance of barriers from the supply side and demand
side, as well.
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conflicting frames" that leads toward innovation.2 Local governments are already a de facto
partner in virtually every real estate development in the United States, though in a primarily
negative way. As noted, local governments' participation in the process is generally one of
enforcement, rather than interpretation, and the enforced restrictions are for the most part
conducive to a single type of sprawling development pattern. Changing public perspectives
about planning and development would therefore play a huge role in making innovation
possible.
Innovation and zoning
Perhaps chief among the ways in which regulatory bodies influence the built
environment is through zoning. As noted, moreover, the role the public most often takes in these
public-private ventures is typically negative. Rather than engaging in creative collaboration,
the government, with zoning as its most important tool, limits options by essentially defining
in advance the outcomes of future development (which, incidentally, typically reflects the
conditions of past development). Zoning is generally a preservative strategy, therefore, not a
prescriptive one. Sadly, moreover, the desired outcomes described in the zoning were often
codified decades earlier and/or simply copied from another source. 3
Even in cases in which the zoning itself might be considered innovative, such as in
form-based code, it is impossible for it to remain so. This is the legacy of zoning, however,
which essentially concretizes solutions to land use problems from the past. Further, because the
change process for zoning is lengthy, expensive, and politically dangerous, it probably happens
only once or twice in a generation. Our cities are therefore overly encumbered with the remnants
of failed and successful-but-now-obsolete problem solving strategies that seem to serve no
purpose other than to stifle change - innovation - by preserving what is already here.
In both of my cases (and, it is possible, in any successful land planning and development
innovation) the original zoning for the parcels was antagonistic toward what the developers
hoped to build. As of right development on the parcels, moreover, would have resulted in land
patterns that even the public sector would have opposed. Where did this original zoning come
from, therefore, that would have guided development toward a place that no one wanted to go?
It was likely the result of a planning process that took place before most of the existing staffs had
arrived, and which was necessarily constrained by a lack of time and resources to adequately
assess what might be possible (or even desirable) on the thousands of acres under review.
Moreover - importantly - even had the budgets and resources for master planning and zoning
2 See the discussion on Donald Sch6n's piece below.
3 For candid descriptions of the zoning process see: Daniel R. Mandelker and John M. Payne, Planning
and Control of Land Development: Cases and Materials, 5th ed. (Newark, NJ: Lexis-Nexis, 2001), 50-53;
Richard F. Babcock, The Zoning Game (Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 1966), 121.
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been limitless, there would have been no way for a single entity to accurately predict what the
land might support and what the market might bear ten years, one year, even six months into
the future.
This is where the process of innovation is very relevant. For both Daybreak and Hidden
Springs, entrepreneurial developers, following their own interpretive processes, promoted novel
development ideas that were contrary to what regulators had deemed probable and acceptable
for the parcels in question. They also had engaged in research and analysis to assess whether
their ideas might bear fruit in the marketplace, which the free market for capital subsequently
validated by supplying necessary funds. The zoning, at this point, therefore served its most
valuable purpose (at least in terms of innovation): it forced the developers to talk to the public
sector. In both cases, moreover, the public sector recognized potentially improved outcomes for
the land in the proposed development from what the zoning would have afforded, as well as the
opportunity to receive important public benefits out of the process.
The change of zoning therefore allowed the public and private sectors to collaborate in
meaningful ways to devise a new regulatory regime that would serve both parties. Without this
collaboration process, the development of community around the innovation would have been
stifled, with the resulting innovation therefore potentially suffering. Designing a regulatory
framework that forces the private and public sectors to work together in productive ways might
therefore be an important land use aim.
One model might be to zone in such a way as to make it very difficult to build anything as
of right. The constraints might be such that amendments and variances are necessary to make
development economically feasible, or overlapping regulations might be sufficiently confusing as
to make it impossible to do anything without city assistance. This may be the de facto result in
many large cities with earlier zoning regimes still in force and numerous regulatory regimes in
place. Every project therefore requires collaboration, but this result is problematic in three ways.
First, it is likely illegal to zone in such a way that no development is possible; the courts have
firmly established the principle that regulation cannot deny private property "all economically
viable use."4 Second, the approach is risky, as cities may unintentionally get what the zoning
suggests they want. Third, forcing collaboration through subterfuge is an unproductive way to
commence collaboration and automatically puts the city in the role of the extractor, while the
developer must accept the extraction.
A more acceptable model for encouraging collaboration is the Planned Unit Development
(PUD) or Planned Community (PC). s This was the approach followed for both Daybreak and
Hidden Springs. A PUD designation, which has generally been found to be a legal land use
control, allows the city to view an entire development project "as an entity," meaning that
4 See Agins v. City of Tiburon, 447 U.S. 255 (1980); Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council, 505 U.S.
1003 (1992).
5 Mandelker and Payne, 614. Mandelker and Payne use PUD and PC essentially interchangeably, though
note that the term PC, or "master-planned community," seems to be more common nowadays.
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density and usage requirements that would normally apply to individual structures can be
waived as the development is assessed as a whole. The flexibility entailed can be a significant
advantage to both the developer, as it can pay greater attention to overall project design once
restrictive use and dimensional requirements become negotiable, and the city, as the ability
to transfer density may allow for greater open space or other amenities.6 The approval process
for PUDs therefore has the effect of requiring collaboration among the parties, with potential
benefits to both for so doing.
Though the PUD structure worked reasonably effectively for both of my cases, it has
significant drawbacks, particularly concerning the applicability of innovation in land planning
and development on a broader scale. First, though their use is widespread, PUDs continue to
operate under a somewhat unclear legal basis, particularly in terms of their flexibility, which is
most important to innovation. Some courts have been concerned with "the flexible case-by-case
approval that is inherent in the PUD process, and ... might object to sensitive zoning that would
react specifically to the particularized development plans of an individual developer."7 Second,
though intrigued by the notion of added flexibility, developers complain about the actual PUD
process, which is often stymied by "the length and complexity of the approval process, the
lack of sophistication of local officials authorized to review PUDs, and problems created by
community opposition."8
Third, echoing the concerns that Mandelker and Payne point out, the city in reality does
have only limited resources and expertise for dealing with PUDs. In my cases, for example,
the only reason the public sector was willing to spend the time and money to work with the
developers through the intensive PC process was because the projects, and their potential
consequences, were huge. In the case of Daybreak, the developer also volunteered to pay an
inordinately large initial impact fee just so the city would have the resources to be able to
adequately participate in the process. For projects of smaller scale, which end up producing
the vast majority of our built environment, spending the time and effort required for a PUD
process is simply not feasible for cities of any size. Finally, the PUD/PC only indirectly addresses
innovation. The concept intends to address the unique impacts of large scale development by
allowing for greater flexibility in dealing with use and dimensional requirements. While this
allowance may open up discussion to some extent, thereby raising the potential for innovation to
occur, it is only a small step toward actually promoting innovation.
Incremental modifications might make the PUD/PC framework more effective in
promoting innovation. The approval process for Daybreak, in particular, suggests some ways
to improve the concept, including by placing most legal emphasis on the process for planning
and approval, rather than the form that development would ultimately take. Other potential
modifications to the PUD/PC concept might include forgoing the common practice of requiring
6 Ibid., 614-615.
7 Ibid., 617-618.
8 Ibid., 618.
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minimum parcel sizes. As the bulk of sprawling development arises from the cumulative
effects of small developments, it seems necessary to find a way to deal with what usually
passes under the radar of planning officials. Though smaller projects might not always justify
the public resources demanded in the planning of a PUD, cities should explore ways to offer
greater flexibility for a wider range of projects. One way to potentially manage this might be by
designating innovative PUD overlay districts, in which the public sector would select an area
where it hopes to see more innovative development.
A modified PUD process might also require broader community participation in order
to better leverage the city's distributed knowledge. To balance the potential length of time this
process might involve, the PUD designation might authorize guarantees and incentives to make
it worth the developer's time and effort. Finally, as the next section discusses in greater detail,
this modified PUD process should essentially institutionalize a change of focus. Adapting the
city's zoning framework to better facilitate innovation represents only an initial step toward
embracing this as a predominant goal of land use. The city should no longer view itself solely
as a policeman or regulator - or problem solver - but as a partner with a specific, important
framework in the innovation process.
A True Refocusing of City Planning
Reforms along the lines outlined above would represent only incremental changes
within the system. A more radical, and potentially more meaningful, approach would involve
a dramatic reframing of the practice of land planning and development. An important focus of
Donald Sch6n's work describes why this reframing would be necessary to effect true change. 9
Sch6n claims that the study and practice of the urban system can be characterized by
continued "problem setting": in the 1950s, the widely perceived problem was "congestion;"
the 196os, poverty; the 1970s, fiscal crisis. 10 Since the time Sch6n wrote the piece, it is fair to
suggest that this problem setting has continued, with urban disinvestment being perceived
as a dominant problem during the 198os, while suburban growth formed the challenge of the
199os. The debate about growth continues into the new century, though perhaps we might add
neighborhood renewal/gentrification to the current problem setting dialogue.
Once problems are "set" or defined, the planner has traditionally set out to solve them.
The discussion above should make clear that the act of adopting new types of zoning to improve
existing problems ascribes directly to the pattern that Sch6n highlights. There is perhaps no
better way to concretize new problem solving enthusiasm and ideas than by formalizing it
within the city code. Regarding the relationship between the stated problems, however, Sch6n
9 Donald A. Sch6n, "Framing and Reframing the Problems of Cities," in Making Cities Work, ed. David
Morley, Stuart Proudfoot and Thomas Burns (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1980), 31-65.
to Ibid., 34-35.
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elaborates on what should likely be obvious to one who reflects on our progress over the past
half century:
Interestingly, the shift from one perception of the urban problem to another has not been
consequent on the solution of the earlier problem.... Somehow the process by which we
have transformed our perception of urban problems has been more or less independent
of our ability to solve the problems we have earlier set. Indeed, there is a kind of relation
between the setting and solving of urban problems, but it is not that we move on to new
problems after having solved old ones. It is rather that some of our solutions create
problems."
He therefore argues in favor of another approach:
A more promising line of attack consists in the development of our intuitive capacity for
coordinating conflicting frames in the context of concrete situations, so as to enable us to
make conscionable moral choices and to reframe problems in ways that integrate values
and purposes that seem otherwise incommensurable.
I believe we must increase our understanding of the coordination of conflicting frames,
and we must explore the conditions favourable to the processes. 12
Schdn's suggestion sounds a great deal like the process of interpretation that Lester and
Piore advocate that we seek to better understand. Indeed, those authors acknowledge Schbn's
significant impact on their research.13 Like Sch6n, Lester and Piore lament an excessive focus on
analysis (or problem solving) in practice, which their research finds to be only one dimension
of the innovation process. The "missing dimension" - the aspect that is less understood, even
two decades following Schon's request for further research - is the difficult act of "coordinating
conflicting frames in the context of concrete situations." Those who do it, however, "have
quite literally different experiences of the world." 14 The ambiguity and conflict inherent in an
immersion into different frames of reference, if the experience is not simply cut short out of
frustration, can result in exciting bursts of innovation.
Though extraordinary, such episodes of reframing do occur, as Lester and Piore find
among their cases of product development, and as I find in two real estate developments in
the fast growing Mountain West. It is therefore imperative that we, as planners, take Sch6n's
largely neglected advice: we must come to better understand these processes, especially as they
relate to land planning and development. Those whose research focus is technology and product
development have benefited significantly from this perspective, whether stated explicitly, as in
Lester and Piore, or implicitly, as I found in all of the innovation theories cited in Chapter 2.
11 Ibid., 35 (emphasis in original).
12 Ibid., 64.
13 Lester and Piore, 207.
14 Sch6n, "Framing and Reframing," 63.
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Though particular aspects differ between product development and the process of land planning
and development, the underlying issues are the same. Planners therefore have a great deal to
learn from the current discussion on innovation, as well as much to add.
Specifically, city governments can and should continue to devote resources to analysis:
solving problems, enforcing code, putting out fires (both literal and figurative), etc. However, if
they hope to foster innovation, as well, they must also be able to maintain open, collaborative
dialogue for the future. An implication of Lester and Piore's research, moreover, seems to be
that this dialogue, though open and largely undefined, should not be perceived as a mere "soft"
enterprise. Interpretation should be rigorous, and it should be adequately funded. Cities might
take an approach similar to Google's, which exhibits a corporate commitment to maintaining
a diversified R&D portfolio. Google allocates resources according to a rough 70-20-10 split
(where 70 percent of funding goes toward Google's core products (search and advertising), 20
percent to important accessory programs, and to percent to radical, highly innovative long
shots).' 5 Cities might allocate the split differently: perhaps an 80-16-4 split would be more
appropriate. What is important, though, is that they invest in and actively manage (and audit)
their innovation efforts.
Adequately funding processes that emphasize collaboration and open conversation,
however, is not necessarily expensive, or solely for cities with large budgets. Information
technology (IT), for example, is a tremendous, and relatively inexpensive, enabler of innovation
processes, particularly in the services sector (which is, essentially, the business of the
government):
In many ways, IT has provided a technology that can be applied to the generic
information-processing activities of services, much as earlier revolutionary innovations
in energy technology (e.g. the steam engine, or electric power) could be applied to
generic materials-processing activities in manufacturing.16
By leveraging knowledge in IT, cities can engage in important interpretive activities, including
investing in technology that allows for better visioning, forecasting, and modeling, as well
as web-based resources to access information and advice from a broader population. IT can
therefore allow cities to access their most important, and untapped, resource: the distributed
knowledge of their citizens. Each citizen (and others outside particular city borders) knows
something, and some know quite a bit, that has potential value in developing novel solutions.
This is far from a comprehensive range of activities in which IT could be employed: its very
flexibility makes it ideal for interpretation activities tailored to the unique needs of communities.
A more low-tech response for accessing scattered expertise is already widely used in
cities, but could be enhanced and enabled by further authority. Citizen committees, advisory
15 Stickel (Google).
16 Ian Miles, "Innovation in Services," in Oxford Handbook ofInnovation, ed. Jan Fagerberg and others,
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 439-440.
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boards, public meetings - all essentially meant to draw upon the experience of the city's "lead
users" - are already important tools in fostering innovation within cities, and they should
continue to play a role. Some innovation theories would advise caution in depending solely
on the ideas and advice of lead users, however, as they have the potential to lead producers or
service organizations astray. This observation forms the core of Clayton Christensen's influential
argument about "disruptive innovation." He describes the ubiquitous process by which leading
innovators become captive to their main customers while failing to recognize the importance
of disruptive innovations and trends that attract new, perhaps initially less appealing, users.17
This might be applied to cities, as well, which perhaps rely excessively on the contributions of
its "lead users" - those citizens who seem to be at every meeting, are on every committee, etc.
- while failing to recruit contributors out of a vast silent majority. Though my career attending
public meetings is only in its infancy, this potentially harmful trend is obvious, and might be
mitigated by engaging in new forms of dialogue, such as on the web, with citizens.
An additional model for cities might mirror the solution that has been proposed to deal
with the city-developer conflicts around Daybreak, which would be to divide the labor along
analysis-interpretation lines. Senior staff from the City of South Jordan and Kennecott would
free themselves from the management of daily problem solving tasks to work on long-term
planning and discussion of the "big picture." Lower level officials would then take care of more
quotidian challenges. 18 Another approach might be to establish cross-disciplinary teams within
city governments. In my brief experience working with the City of Boston on an innovative
street planning initiative, coordinating the efforts of the numerous city agencies was likely
the most difficult task toward implementation. Establishing effective collaboration within the
city government is therefore essential. Such organizations might benefit from taking on more
innovation-oriented, structured forms, such as the heavyweight team advocated by Wheelwright
and Clark, in which officials from different city departments would work on a single initiative
and report directly to a powerful heavyweight manager.
Alternatively, they may follow the form of the innovation communities advocated by
Wenger, which typically have a more informal organization. Such innovation communities can
be self-selecting and meet on a semi-regular basis to talk about issues of common interest to
community members. Within cities, these may consist of groups that meet for lunch to discuss
challenges related to a project or initiative, or they may receive funding to do field trips and site
visits to learn more about a given topic. On a regional level, Envision Utah seems to play a role
similar to that of an innovation community for the Salt Lake Valley. The establishment of non-
aligned, private nonprofits that can act as public spaces for the fostering of innovation may also
be an important strategy which local government should support. Envision Utah has been widely
recognized for its effectiveness in gaining legitimacy among a particularly tough audience, and
17 This is a gross generalization of Christensen's elegant argument. For more information, see Clayton
M. Christensen, The Innovator's Dilemma (Boston: Harvard Business School Press, 1997).
18 Horst (South Jordan).
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therefore might have important lessons to share. Such public space for innovation, in any case,
serves the important role of an incubator for ideas and gauge of public sentiment.
As the literature in innovation management demonstrates, there is a growing menu
of options for effectively managing open processes and collaboration within and among
organizations. The specific strategies listed above therefore merely scratch the surface, but
demonstrate the ways in which government responses to problems might change if innovation
were the focus. The main challenge (and the focus of future research) therefore becomes one of
learning how to make the right fit.
An Elusive Goal?
Those who have worked in land planning and development for a long time are likely to
view such recommendations with sympathy, perhaps mixed with some condescension. Having
struggled, largely in vain, to effect change within stale city bureaucracies and watched helplessly
as seemingly unconcerned developers impose numbing patterns on the landscape, they perhaps
have made an unsatisfying peace with the status quo or work to effect incremental changes.
Recommendations to alter the current focus of local governance seem especially far-fetched.
Neither Daybreak nor Hidden Springs represent perfect forms of development.
Each has numerous flaws in the eyes of every perspective: developers, conservationists, city
governments, etc. But each represents important improvements and likely moves us in the
right direction. What is most important, moreover, is not their form, but how they arrived
there. With an expansion of the realm of the possible in land planning and development, and
with the engagement of a wider variety of dedicated project planners, innovation had place to
take root. In city planning, solutions to perceived problems are manifested in physical form,
but an emphasis on applying idealized solutions will likely always provide unsatisfactory
results. What we need to know better, simply, is how to generate better ideas on a broad scale.
As Sch6n, echoed by Lester and Piore, argued, the successful collaboration and integration of
numerous frames of reference seems to be the space in which innovation develops. The process
of innovation does not necessarily lead to perfect solutions, but it does provide a framework in
which they stand the chance of occurring.
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APPENDIX 1
DAYBREAK, UTAH PLANs
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Figure 1: Daybreak Master Plan (Source: Kennecott Land)
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Figure 2: Kennecott Land's long-term development envelope.
Figure 3: Conceptual plan for
Kennecott Land.
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Figure 3: Site plan for Hidden Springs' current phase (Phase 6) (Source: Hidden
Springs).
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